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Current Topics. 


We print elsewhere a notice under the Oolonial Stock Act, 
1900, intimating that 3} per cent. Barbados Inscribed Stock is 
now within the category of trustees’ investments. 





WE report fally elsewhere the Guildhall meeting on the Land 
Transfer question. It will be seen that the meeting was 
practically unanimous in condemnation of the system; but the 
most important matter is that revealed bythe speech of Mr. Brioxr- 
DALE’s counsellor, Mr. Woop—namely, that the Land Registry, 
finding that the present scheme is a hopeless failure, are projecting 
a new bait for landowners in the shape of an offer of absolute 
title two years after entry on the — with a possessory title, 
We deal with this strange proposal in another column, but we 
may draw attention to Mr. Brickpaz’s recent report, in which 
he frankly states that ‘‘it is absolute title alone that will be 
accepted by a purchaser or mortgagee on his own responsibility, 
without recourse to expert assistance,” and that ‘a state of transi- 
tion, if too much prolonged, will cause a certain amount of 
impatieace to be felt, which would make it difficult to extend 
the system with the desirable rapidity to other counties, and 
might even imperil the continuance of the work in the original county 
itself.’ Never was there, probably, a more complete confession 
of failure from an official source. Now we know perfectly why 
the td into the working of the system has not been 


gran 


A CONSIDERABLE inroad will be made upon the law of marine 
insurance should the suggestions which are being put forward 
in insurance circles for the abolition of general average meet with 
favour. The claim for average contribution, said Bowsgn, L.J., 
in Burton vy. English (12 Q. B. D.; p. 228), is part of the law of 
the sea, and it arises in consequence of an act done by the 
captain as agent, not for the shipowner alone, but also for the 
cargo owner, by which act he sacrifices part of the ship or of 
the cargo on the implied basis that contribution will be made 
by the other persons interested in the property at risk, whether 
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ship or But a correspondent whose letter is quoted in 
the marine insurance note in the Zimes of the 26th ult. would 
hardly admit the truth of the view that the doctrine arose 
out of the captain’s agency for all parties. ‘‘ General average,” 
he says, “originated in times when it was customary for 
merchants to accompany their own shipments, and were therefore 
at hand to make their own bargains when a general average act 
became necessary ; but, now that owners are not at hand to look 
after their own interests, these latter being entirely under the 
control of the shipowner, it is inequitable that responsibility 
should still rest upon the proprietors of goods, they having no 
voice in the management of the ship.” How far there is any 
historical basis for this version of the case we cannot say, but it 
is urged that the practical result of the present system of general 
average contribution is wasteful, and that insurance rates have 
to be raised to provide for losses which would not occur if they 
fell on the ship only. It is suggested that the principle of 
average contribution is unsound, and that a shipowner, like any 
other carrier, ought to bear the entire risk of transit, and not 
seek to make his employers share it. Ultimately, of course, the 
question is one of freights and rates of insurance, and shipping 
business could no doubt adapt itself to do without general 
average, should this really tend to make captains more careful 
in the management of their ships. 





Tue casE of Jones v. Lavington (reported elsewhere), decided 
by the Court of Appeal last week, is one of considerable 
importance. By memorandum of agreement the defendant 
as landlord let, and the plaintiff as tenant agreed to take, 
the lower part of a house in Guildford-street for a term of 
three years at a yearly rent. The defendant himself held the 
house under a lease which contained a covenant on the part of 
the lessee not to use the house, or permit it to be used, for the 
— of any trade or business, with a proviso for re-entry for 

reach of covenant. The plaintiff alleged that, before the agree- 
ment between the defendant and himself, he informed the 
defendant that he required the premises for the purpose of carry- 
ing on there the business of a manufacturer of architects’ 
specialities, ornamental brass founder, &c., and that the defend- 
ant orally warranted and falsely represented to the plaintiff 
that he had good right and title to demise and let the 
premises, and that the plaintiff should have and quietly 
enjoy the premises for the said purpose. The plain- 
tiff, who had no knowledge of the head lease, entered 
upon the premises and commenced carrying on his 
business, but an injunction was obtained by the superior 
landlord restraining him from doing so. The present action 
was brought for breach of covenant for quiet enjoyment, or in the 
alternative for breach of warranty and for fraudulent misrepre- 
sentation on the letting of the premises. The jury, upon the 
question whether there had been a warranty that there was no 
restriction on the use of the premises, found a verdict for the 
plaintiff, but expressly stated that there had been no fraud. On 
this verdict judgment was entered for the defendant, and the 
question before the Court of Appeal was whether the plaintiff 
was entitled to the benefit of his verdict on the ground, first, 
that there had been a collateral warranty as to the 
unrestricted user of the premises. The court were clearly of 
opinion that the alleged warranty was not collateral, but was 
closely connected with the subject-matter of the contract of 
tenancy, and they declined to extend the operation of Lassalle v. 
Guildford (1901, 2 K. B. 215), where it was held that a repre- 
sentation by the landlord upon the granting of a lease of a 
house that the drains were in good order was a warranty which 
was collateral to the lease, and for breach of which an action 
was maintainable. We are inclined to think that that case 
proceeded to the utmost verge of the law. 





THE MAtN interest of the case, however, lies in the some- 
what summary disposal by the Court of Appeal of a point 
on the effect of implied covenants for quiet enjoyment which 
we sbould have said was by no means clear. It is settled 
that the word “‘ demise” implies a covenant that the lessor has 
some title, and also a covenant that the lessee shall quietly 
enjoy during the continuance of that title; and this latter 





covenant extends to protect the lessee inst all lawful distur- 
bance, including eviction by a person claiming by title para- 
mount, and is not limited, as in the ordinary express covenant 
for quiet enjoyment, to disturbance by the lessor and persons 
claiming under him. In Baynes v. Lloyd (44 W. R. 328; 1895, 
2 Q. B. 610) Kay, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal, was inclined to confine these implied 
covenants to cases where the word ‘‘ demise,” or some technical 
equivalent is used. ‘“ The weight of authority,” he said, ‘‘ is in 
favour of the view that a covenant in law is not implied from 
the mere relation of landlord and tenant, but only from certain 
words used in creating the lease.” But this dictum was not 
necessary for the decision of the case, and in Budd-Scott v. 
Daniell (1902, 2 K. B. 351) recently the Divisional Court (Lord 
Atverstong, O.J., and Dartine and Cx#annzLt, JJ.) declined to 
accept it as correct. In point of fact the weight of authority 
seems to be very strongly in favour of the view that from the 
mere relation of landlord and tenant there arises an implied 
covenant for quiet enjoyment, though not for title, and this is 
expressly recognized in Bandy v. Cartwright (8 Ex. 913) and 
Hall v. City of London Brewery Co. (2 B. & 8. 737), as well as 
by dicta in other cases. Hence in Budd-Scott v. Daniell the 
Divisional Court held, notwithstanding the dictum of Kay, L.J., 
in Baynes v. Lloyd, that there was an implied covenant for 
quiet enjoyment although the lease had not been created by 
the word ‘‘demise.” There remains the question whether 
this implied covenant is unrestricted, or whether it is limited, 
like an express covenant, to the acts of the lessor and persons 
claiming under him, and the Court or Appeal have held in Jones 
v. Lavington (supra) that it is limited. The cases prior to Baynes 
v. Lloyd appear to have’ received little consideration, but by 
analogy to the covenant implied from the word “ demise”’ it 
would seem that the covenant should be unrestricted, and this 
effect was actually given to it in Bandy v. Cartwright, where the 
disturbance was under title paramount. We are not sure that 
the judgments in Baynes v. Lloyd and the present case can be 
regarded as giving a satisfactory exposition of the law, and in 
particular, too much reliance seems to have been placed on 
Baynes v, Lloyd as settling the present question. In fact the 
question really decided there was altogether different. 


In 4 cAsE tried in one of the metropolitan county courts a 
few days ago, the plaintiff in an action for money due for work 
and labour stated that since the commencement of the pro- 
ceedings he had been paid the amouat of his claim by a relative 
of the defendant. The defendant then said that the payment 
was without his knowledge and consent, and that he was ready 
to defend the action on its merits. The {plaintiff replied thar, 
having been paid, he withdrew from the case, upon which the 
judge held that a third person had, under the circumstances, no 
right to pay the debt, and that the plaintiff must pay the costs 
of the defendant. We have no reason to quarrel with this 
decision, though we should have thought that the plaintiff, 
accepting the statement that the payment was unauthorized, 
might have gone on with the case, and if he succeeded on the 
merits, might have been entitled to judgment and execution with- 
out prejudice to his liability to account to the person who had paid 
him the money. The law upon the subject was not many years 
ago, in an unsettled condition. In Cook v. Lister (13 OC. B. N. 8. 
543, at p. 594) Wiixzs, J., in giving judgment, said: ‘One 
of the doctrines laid down in Jones v. Broadhurst (9 O. B. 173)— 
— not necessary for the decision of that case; if it were, 

should not venture to express any opinion in opposition to it— 
is this: If a stranger pays A.’s debts, A. not knowing of it, and 
therefore not assenting to it, until he assents to it it is no pay- 
ment of the debt at all; but the creditor, having received the 
whole amount of it, may get it over again — the debtor. I 
desire to say that I do not, as at present advised, assent to that 
proposition.” The learned judge goes on to refer to the rule of 
the civil law by which payment of a debt may be made by a 
stranger without the consent or knowledge, and even against 
the will of the debtor. But in a later case ( Walter v. James, L. R. 
6 Ex. 124), which must be taken to express the law now in force, 
Martin, B., said: ‘The rule which I conceive to be the correct 
one may be stated as follows: when a payment is not made by 
way of gift ‘for the benefit of the debtor, but by an agent who 
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— 
intended that he should be reimbursed by the debtor, but who 
had not the debtor’s authority to pay, it is competent for the 
qreditor and the person paying to rescind the transaction at any 
time before the debtor has affirmed the payment, and repay the 
money, and thereupon the payment is at an end, and the debtor 
ain responsible.”” We may add that, in considering the effect 
of a payment by a stranger, it ought not to be forgotten that in 
many cases & payment operates as an admission, as in the case of 
a yearly tenancy implied from the payment of rent, and a part 
payment taking a case out of the Statute of Limitations. 





In Two recent cases, one in the Irish, the other inthe English 
Court of Appeal, the interpretation of section 14, sub-section 1, 
of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, has been carefully considered. 
This section enacts that, subject to the provisions of the Act and 
of any statute in that behalf, there is no implied warranty or 
condition as to the quality or fitness for any particular purpose 
of goods supplied under a, contract of sale, except as follows: (1) 
Where the buyer Magee or by implication makes known to 
the seller the particular purpose for which the goods are re- 
quired, eo as to shew that the buyer relies on the seller’s skill 
or judgment, and the goods are of a description which it is in 
the course of the seller’s business to supply (whether he be the 
manufacturer or not) there is an implied condition that the 
goods shall be reasonably fit for such purpose, provided that in 
the case of a contract for the sale of a specified article under its 
patent or other trade name, there is no implied condition as to 
its fitness for any particular purpose. In the Irish case, Wallis 
y. Russell (1902, 2 K. B. D. 585), the defendant was a fishmonger. 
A buyer, the granddaughter of the plaintiff, entered the defend- 
ant’s shop and told his manager that she wanted two nice 
fresh crabs for tea. The manager produced two crabs, and being 
asked whether they were nice and fresh, said they were. He at 
the time bond fide believed them to be fresh and fit for human 
food. The plaintiff and her granddaughter, the buyer, ate part 
of these abe and were seriously ill in consequence. The jury 
found that the defendant (through his manager) was informed 
that the crabs were required for use as human food; that the 
buyer relied on the manager to select crabs fresh and reasonably 
fit for the purpose; that the crabs were goods which it was in 
the course of the defendant’s business to supply, and that those 
supplied were not fresh and reasonably fit for human food. 
Upon these findings the defendant argued that the sub-section 
did not apply to a specific article like that sold, but only to 
manufactured goods. He relied for the purpose of this 
argument on the presence of the words ‘‘ whether he be the 
manufacturer or not.” The Court of Appeal, affirming the court 
below, refused to accept this construction of the sub-section. 
They held that it was not confined to manufactured goods, 
and that the purpose indicated by the buyer—viz., ‘for 
consumption as human food,” was a “particular purpose” 
within the meaning of the words employed by the Legislature. 
The crabs were bought fora particular purpose made known to 
the seller, so as to shew that the buyer relied on the seller’s 
skill and judgment. Inthe English case, Clarke v. The Army 
and Navy Co-operative Society, the action was against the 
defendant society for selling a tin of chlorinated lime to the 
plaintiff without warning her of the necessity of caution in 
opening it so as to prevent the contents flying about, whereby 
an accident happened to the plaintiff when it was opened. - The 
defendants contended that any implied warranty to be implied 
from section 14 already referred to wes superseded by rule 24 
of the rules of their society, published in their price list, which 
was as follows: ‘“‘ No warranties are given with the goods sold 
by the society, except on the written authority of one of the 
Managing directors or the assistant manager.” The Court of 
Appeal were strongly inclined to think that the implied 
Warranty conferred by the section was not a ‘ warranty 
given with the goods” within the meaning of rule 24, 
iasmuch as the implied warranty relied on by the 
plaintiff “that the tin of lime was reasonably fit for the 
Purpose for which it was bought” had an independent 
istence in law and was by operation of law introduced 
into the contract. The court, however, decided in favour of the 

iff on the ground that, as it appeared that the defendants 
that the tins were dangerous, it was incumbent upon them 


to take reasonable to inform 


5 ‘ of the danger 
attending the opening of thetins. That duty was not performed, 
and existed apart from any warranty, express or implied, upor 


the sale of the goods. We think that the decisions of the 

courts in both these cases will be generally approved and that 

ae will not be thought to press too hardly upon retail shop- 
eepers. 


A cAsE was tried at the Hereford Assizes a few days ago which, 
from more than one point of view, deserves some atte ation. 
The accused person was a woman, who was indicted, under 
section 44 of the Larceny Act, 1861, for sending a letter to a 
certain police constable demanding from him money with 
menaces and without reasonable and probable cause. The 
constable, in the course of his duties, had had to call at the 
house of the defendant’s husband. The man was not at home, 
but the woman was; and she, in her letter, alleged that the 
constable had behaved improperly to her, and threatened to 
report him to his superiors unless he sent her ten shillings. 
The defence raised was that the constable had in fact behaved 
improperly as alleged, and that he had promised the woman 
ten shillings if she kept silence. Now it is well established 
that in such a case the truth or falseness of the charge which it 
is threatened to make is immaterial. The prosecutor may be 
cross-examined as to his innocence or guilt in order to test his 
credibility; but it has been held that if he maintains his 
innocence, witnesses may not be called to contradict 
him and prove his guilt, for it is equally an offence 
to try and extort money by. threats of making either a 
true or false charge. However, it is not an offence to demand 
money, even with threats, if the person demanding it believes 
that he has aright to the money. If the accused person can 
establish the existence of this belief at the time of making the 
demand, he has proved ‘‘ reasonable and probable cause”’ and is 
entitled to acquittal. Hence evidence is admissible to shew the 
state of mind of the accused when the demand was made. In 
this case, therefore, when the accused woman was giving evidence 
in her own behalf, she was (quite properly) allowed to give 
evidence that the constable had behaved as she alleged and that 
he had promised her the ten shillings she asked for in the 
letter. Mr. Commissioner Forszs then ruled that if the jury 
believed this evidence they should acquit the defendant on the 
ground that the prosecution had not proved the want of 
reasonable and probable cause. The jury in consequence 
acquitted the accused woman. 








THE CONSTABLE was then at once put on his trial on an 
indictment charging him with having indecently assaulted the 
woman on the occasion spoken to by her in her evidence in 
the first case. Each party again gave evidence to the same 
effect as before, and after hearing other witnesses the jury 
acquitted the constable. Therefore, each of these persons was 
acquitted on exactly the same evidence, th it was certain 
that one of them was guilty, and that the evidence of one was 
deliberate perjury of the worst sort; for no perjury is so bad as 
that committed in order to bring about the conviction of an 
innocent person. It, however, by no means follows that the 
j were wrong in either of their verdicts. They were 
ie Be right in. each case. Where an issue depends 
on the oath of one — against the oath of another, it 
does not infrequently appen that there is really nothing sub- 
stantial to shew on which side the truth lies. When this is so, 
then we have a true case for the application of the somewhat 
abused principle of the “‘ benefit of the doubt.” It is the duty of 
the prosecution to establish the guilt of the prisoner, and unless 
the guilt is clearly established the jury should say “not 
guilty,” even though they may believe, in their own minds, 
that the prisoner is guilty. The giving a prisoner the benefit 
of the doubt in fact amounts to this—that the Crown has to 
prove the guilt by such evidence as will convince the minds of 
reasonable men with a high degree of certainty. But if this 
high degree of certainty is absent, and the jury feel that there is 
a real substantial doubt, then it becomes their duty to acquit. In 
such a case the verdict of “‘ not guilty ” does not n ily imply 
innocence, although the verdict is a final one; in many cases it 





merely amounts to a verdict of not proven. 
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Tue precision of the Court of Appeal on Monday in Le 
Mendelssohn ( Times, 2nd inst.) appears to follow naturally upon 
the recent decision of the same tribunal in Ratcliff v. Mendelssohn 
(1902, 2 K. B. 653). A stockbroker had been declared a 
defaulter upon the Stock Exchange and the usual proceedings 
had been taken for the liquidation of his estate by the official 
assignee under the rules of the Stock Exchange. As between a 
jobber and the stockbroker a sum of £986 was due to the jobber 
in respect of ‘ differences ” on certain shares, and also a further 
sum of £287, being the difference between the contract price 
and the “hammer” price of certain other shares. The 
jobber received this £287 from other brokers who carried 
out the contracts, but under the rules of the Stock Exchange 
he had to pay the amount over to the official assignee. The 
jobber received from the official assignee a dividend of 
2s. 6d. in the £, but he claimed that he was entitled to avail 
himself of his ordinary legal remedies to obtain the balance 
of his debts, and he brought an action with the consent 
of the Stock Exchange Committee. The matter is really 
concluded by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Ee 
parte Ward (20 Ch. D. 356), where it was held that a creditor of 
a defaulter on the Stock Exchange, who has taken the benefit 
of a distribution of Stock Exchange assets made by the official 
assignee under the rules, is not precluded from afterwards 
taking legal proceedings for the recovery of his debt, though he 
must give credit for what he has received from the official assignee. 
The receipt of a dividend in the Stock Exchange liquidation 
operates neither as a release nor by way of accord and satisfac- 
tion. Accordingly, in Ratcliff v. Mendelssohn the Court of Appeal 
affirmed the judgment of Matuew, J. (1901,2K.B.844), by which 
the jobber was held to be entitled to recover the sums of £986 and 
£287, less the amount of the dividend which he had received. 
It follows that the judgment so recovered is, as has been held in 
the present case of Re Mendelssohn, a good foundation for 
bankruptcy proceedings. Since the Stock Exchange liquidation 
was no bar to the bringing of an action for the debt, it does not 
appear that it can be any bar to the enforcement of the judg- 
ment obtained in that action by proceedings in bankruptcy. It 
has already been settled that the Stock Exchange liquidation 
was no release of the debt, and, this being so, all the ordinary 
remedies, including bankruptcy, remain open. Leave, however, 
was given to appeal to the House of Lords. 








The Latest Device of the Land 
Transfer Office. 


Tue remarks made by Mr. Epwarp Woop, the secretary of the 
Temperance Permanent Building Society, at the Guildhall con- 
ference on registration of title last week call attention to the 
remarkabie proposal for the revolution of the existing system of 
registration which is contained in the registrar’s recent report 
on the work of the registry. Everyone who has had practical 
experience of the subject knows that the effect of official registra- 
tion is to increase trouble and expense on the occasion of trans- 
fers of land, and that a purchaser is burdened with the fees and 
costs of registration as weil as with the ordinary expenses of the 
purchase. The advocates of registration admit the fact, but 
they claim that the evil is merely incident to a period of transi- 
tion. The possessory title, which is all that in general is placed 
on the register, is the precursor of an absolute title, and in due 
course it will ripen into a title of this nature. This, however, 
requires time, and in the meanwhile the registry has to justify 
its existence. Its sponsors bave been invited to do so by means 
of s fair and open inquiry, such an inquiry as was contem- 
when the consent of the profession to the Land Transfer 
Act of 1697 was secured by tire assurance that the measure 
was only experimental. But inquiry is declined, presumably 
because it is a foregone conclusion that the result would be 
adverse to registration. At the same time simply to decline 
inquiry, though it may eave the facts about the registry from 
coming to al knowledge, does not give it the popularity 
for which it yearns. Filty years hence everything may be 
changed. If only the system can be spread over country 
and time allowed for all land to come on the register, and for 





all possessory titles to grow into absolute titles, the millenniyy | 


of registration will, in the opinion of the elect, be attai 
and a grateful generation will sell and transfer its land like 
ships or shares and thank heaven for the pious labours of 
the authors of the Land Transfer Act of 1897. 

But fifty years is a long time to wait, and who knows what 
may happen in the meantime. It is conceivable that British 
patience may be worn out before the Act celebrates its jubileg, 
and that the registry office may be consigned to the limbo of 
departed vanities; or the land may be municipalized o 
nationalized, so that no one will have a chance of transferring 
it at all. At any rate, the authors of the system will not see 
the full realization of their hopes. Why, then, wait so long? 
The public want absolute titles, and Mr. BrickpaLz wants them, 
What iseasier? Let the word be spoken, and all our possessory 
titles shall become absolute. ‘It is only,” says Mr. Brioxpag, 
“as leading to a general register of absolute titles that the con- 
struction of a general register of possessory titles can take rank 
as a work of national importance and concern. It is Absolute 
Title alone that will enable an ordinary landowner to deal with 
his land with the freedom and facility and entire absence of cost 
and delay that attends dealings with goods and with stock. It 
is Absolute Title alone that will be accepted by a purchassr or 
mortgagee on his own responsibility, without recourse to expert 
assistance.” And if Absolute Title—Mr. BrickpaLz must allow 
us to borrow his capitals—is essential to this ‘‘ work of national 
importance and concern,” and if it is the one thing which land- 
owners desire, why should not everybody have it and everybody 
be happy ? 

We gather that Mr. Eowarp Woop claims to be the author of 
this brilliant idea, but if so, he has found a ready sponsor for it 
in Mr. Brickpa.e, and it seems that it is now under the considera- 
tion of the Lord Chancellor. In case there should be any hesita- 
tion in accepting it, Mr. BrickpaLe raises the cry that the very 
existence of the Land Transfer office is at stake. ‘It is 
obvious,” he says, “ thatif the clearance of possessory titles be 
left to the mere operation of time, a great many years will 
elapse, even in the first county in which a register is compiled, 
before the general body of landowners will feel the full beneficial 
results of the establishment of the register, while in the meantime 
there is some danger that thedrawbacks inseparable from astate of 
transition, if too much prolonged, will cause a certain amount of 
impatience to be felt, which would make it difficult to extend 
the system with the desirable rapidity to other counties, and 
might even imperil the continuance of the work in the original 
county itself.” Now we have it squarely. The result of three 
years’ compulsory registration in the county of London is that 
the rest of the country will have none of it, and the registrar 
admits that the continuance of the system in the county of its 
inauguraticn is in peril. We are not sure that even the inquiry 
which the Government refuses could furnish more conclusive 
evidence of failure. 

What, then, is the scheme which, as a last resource, is to boleter 
up registration of titles? We will give it in Mr. Bricxpatz’s 
own words : 

‘* Having regard, therefore, to the great public importance of doi 
something to accelerate the general registration of absolute titles, it 
suggested that in all cases where the following conditions are complied 
with an absolute title might be granted without patting the applicant t 
any serious expense : 

‘1. Sale, under ordinary conditions, completed by entry into 


**2. Possessory title ered for upwards of two years. 

“3. Applicant’s uction, and deposit in the registry for 6 
substantial period, of such documents of title as he ought to possess. 

‘*4, Public advertisement. 

“ Power would of course remain, where the value was very high, or 
— special circumstances suggested the need of caution, to make further 

quiry. 

“* The fees tor this mode of investigation should be considerably less than 
the fees now charged for absolute title, and should include every 
incidental expense. If a solicitor be employed, the scale of remuneration 

ven in the prevent rules should be modified, or abolished, the charge 

made according to the amount of work required to be done. 
order further to lighten the burden on the first spplicant, the nex 
purchaser (who would get the full benefit of the registration) might b 
required to pay a somewhat higher fee than would be exacted for 
—- afterwards—this payment would in effect be for the insuraue? 


This, then, is the precious scheme which is to avert from the 
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Land Registry office the destruction which Mr. Brickpatz 
dreads. Purchase, followed by entry into possession, is to give 
the purchaser in two years’ time a title guaranteed by the 
State! From the point of view of purchasers, the result is as 
sant as it is to Mr. Brickpatz. They may take the pro- 
regardless of any claims there may be to ‘t, and tha’ y 
remember that they live under so happy a regime. But as to 
the landowners who do not happen to be upon the register, and 
as to the taxpayers. who will have—if Mr. Brickpae’s roseate 
calculations should be wrong—to pay the piper, we do not feel 
quite the same confidence. We note, of course, that there 
is to be public advertisement, but everyone knows that for 
practical purposes this is of very slight efficacy. Public 
advertisement satisfies the official conscience, and it is 
a proper precaution to adopt when ee arises 
for dealing with property in the absence of possible claimants. 
Property cannot remain locked up for ever because people will 
not assert their rights, and public advertisement gives a chance 
that an impending distribution will be brought to their notice. 
It is little enough, but it is all that can be done, and it is done 
accordingly. But it isa very different thing to say that public 
advertisement is an effectual safeguard, and that the mere 
insertion.in.@ mewspaper of a proposed = of land is 
any guarantee whatever that the matter will be brought to the 
notice of the persons affected. In one case out of a hundred it 
will; in the other ninety-nine the advertisement is thrown away. 
Clearly this condition is of no value when it is a question of 
guaranteeing a registered title. 

There remains, then, a title arising upon a sale and completed 
by possession, its continuance on the register for two years, and 
the production of the title deeds ;. and a title so made out is, at 
the end of two years, to be registered as absolute. In effect, this 
means that the period for commencement of title is to be limited 
to two years. But whoever heard of a proposition so extra- 
ordinary? A two years’ title can afford only the slightest 
security that the vendor really has the title which he 
purports to have. Even if he has a title, he has to 
clear up points which have been waived or overlooked 
on previous examinations of the title. It is, however, 
by no means of uncommon occurrence for these points to 
disclose substantial outstanding rights, and these rights are, 
under the scheme, to be sacrificed or left to the mercy of the 
insurance fund. In some cases this will give adequate compen- 
sation ; in others, as where the registered title is silent about 
restrictive covenants, it will be impossible thus to protect 
adjacent property. More important, perhaps, is the effect the 
scheme will have upon the rights of neighbouring landowners. 
The requirement that the title shall be completed by possession 
sounds plausible, but who is to guarantee that the possession 
does not involve an encroachment on the adjoining estate? The 
policy of English law in this matter is embodied in the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, by which the period of limitation 
is fixed at twelve years. Mr. Brickpaux’s proposal is to reduce 
it to two. 

With all the Lord Chancellor's desire to help the Registry 
Office we doubt whether he will swallow this. We fear that 
Mr. Brickpatz must find some other means for reviving con- 
fidence in the system for the housing of which the ‘ detached 
Tudor building,” to which he complacently refers in his report, 
isshortly to be erected at a cost of £265,000. 





-_—_— 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Jelf and Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will be 
the Christmas Vacation judges. 
Saturday was the latest time allowed by the standing orders for deposit- 
Commons plans and other 
documents in connection with Bills for making of local improvements to 
which Parliamentary sanction is necessary, and which are to be brought 
forward for consideration in the ordinary Session of 1903. When the office 
Was closed at eight o'clock it was announced, says the Zimes, that there 
bad been depos ted 46 place in connection with railways, 38 in relation to 
famways, 60 miscelianeous, and 150 provisional orders, including tram- 
and electric lighting—total, 204, These figures may be compared 
those of thie time last year, which were—raUlways, 48; tramways, 
%; miscellanecus, 73; _proristonal orders, inol tramways and 
shotric lighting, 174—total, 318, It isa remarkable that, though the 


‘tals under the different headings vary, the aggregate number of bills (as 
@atinct from provisional orders) 7 ; 


exactly the same this year as last year. 


The Phrase, 


‘**As if she had died intestate and without having 


been married.”’ 
UTI. 


But although none of the cases decided on the 
authority of Wilson v. Atkinson [the references to the reports of 
this case and the other cases su uently cited will be found 
in the last article] have been defended or appear to be 
defensible against the objections of Sir Gzoncz Jzssen in 
Emmins v. Bradford, none the less is it likely that in all the 
seven cases, except Upton v. Brown and Re Mare, the refusal to 
let Janman’s phrase exclude issue gave effect to what would 
have been, had she imagined the case, the settlor’s intention. 
In every one of those cases the phrase had been inserted in the 
trust improperly. Can a sound reason safely applicable in other 
cases for the last-mentioned decisions be found in that circum- 
stance ? , 

The following one is suggestéd by the writer for consideration, 
but without any strong confidence in its validity. 

JaRMAn’s phrase is a highly artificial constituent of one of an 
equally artificial series of clauses. They are common forms 
designed for use in ordinary cases. The author of the phrase 
warned his readers against using it in cases in which it could 
operate in a manner not intended by the settlor. In two of the 
above-mentioned cases the supposed miscarriage was due to the 
omission of the restoring clause to the wife if she should survive 
her husband. In others there were no trusts for issue expressed. 
In all those cases the omissions appeared to require either 
the insertion of omitted trusts or the omission or variation of 
Jarman’s phrase. But the apparently unpurposed omissions 
of essential parts of the complicated instrument were not likely 
to be accompanied by the proper variations of other which, 
f the omissions had been made intentionally, ought to have 
followed. Can the character of common forms be so far 
recognized as that when those designed for one case are without 
explanation used for another their evidential value of intention 
may be thereby diminished? Jarman’s phrase ought not to be 
used when it may exclude issue of the settlor except such as die 
minors. Though not impossible, it is unlikely that a settlor 
intends to exclude other issue. Ifthe phrase be found without 
explanation in a where it will exclude issue other than 
such it was designed to exclude, may it not be inferred that it 
has been used in mistake and should be struck out, rather than 
that the settlor had the unlikely intention? In some of the 
above cases the reformation, if so justifiable, might have left 
JaRMAN’s phrase untouched and have supplied omitted trusts. 

This suggested argument in favour of the disregard of 
JARMAN’S sea in cases in which it was not intended to 
be used is inapplicable to Upton v. Brown and Re Mars, 
which are cases of a wholly different complexion. If 
Sir Epwarp Fry’s decision in the former case was right, so 
also was that in the latter of Mr. Justice Kexewien. 
The writer of 1894 above referred to prophetically pointed out 
as much. Sir E. Fry, as has been shewn, delivered a judg- 
ment in which he alleged four reasons. An attempt to shew 
that they were unsound has been already made. . Justice 
Kexewicn based his decision on the law which he took as 
settled in the terms of Sir J. Currry's interpretation of the 
Lord Justice’s statement in Wilson v. Atkinson. That inter. 

retation has also been commented on. It is, however, 

ifficult to believe that either Sir E. Fay or Sir A. Kexewres 

roeived the import of the decisions they made. Those 
Sohiees deny that trusts which have been in general use for at 
least much more than a century have not the effect which the 
language used unequivocally expresses—one which throughout 
the whole period of their use every draftsman who uader- 
stood his business intended that they should have— 
that effect being one which those draftsmen believed 
the settlors for whom they acted desired their settle- 
ments to have, Janwan’s phrase, which may or may not have 
been used before he suggested its use nearly seventy years ago, 
was only substituted for another previously uadersteod to have 
the same m , in order to insure the ; ; 





; , é operation 
of the trust of which Sir E. Fry and Sir A. Kexewree have 
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deprived it. In Hmmins v. Bradford Sir G. Jzssxt remonstrated 
against the subordination of an expressed to a surmised intent ; 
but in Upton v. Brown and Re Mare an expressed intent has been 
subordinated to one which it is impossible to suppose the 
settlors to have entertained. It is submitted that these two 
decisions should be overruled and that of Porter, M.R.Ir., 
in Re Deane approved and followed. 

The question whether the accepted common forms need any, 
and, if any, what changes remains for consideration. 


That some change is thought necessary the more recent | p 


editions of the precedent books in general use shew. They 
contain additions to, and variations of, the = forms Lp ec as 
expedient for the se of maintaining the supposed meaning 
and efficacy of sues oll forms. The eid forms, though clear, 
are, so far as the present point is concerned, open to the objec- 
tions that Janwan’s phrase has a wider scope than is needed for 
its purpose—that that excess makes misuse of the phrase 
dangerous, while the restricted yet adequate phrase would be 
innocuous; that it does not explicitly describe the exclusion it 
has been supposed to implicitly effect ; and that, though only in 
an event so rare that none of those who have adverted to it 
mention a case of its occurrence, the existing forms, if 
permitted to operate according to the intention with which they 
are used, might exclude from the benefit of the third restoring 
trust issue of a son who had married and died a minor. 

The following changes have been proposed : 

Mr. M. G. Davison adds to Jarnman’s phrase “ without 
having been married” the words ‘‘and without having had any 
issue”: Concise Precedents (16th and 17th eds. 1894 and 
1899), pp. 401, 431 respectively. This is the amendment 
which the of Lord Justice Knicur Bruce’s remarks 
in Wilson v. Atkinson suggests as proper, and the suggestion is 
rather emphasised than varied by Mr. Justice Currry’s inter- 

tion of the judgments in that case made by him in 
Stoddart v. Saville. It expresses implicitly a meaning implicit 
only in the previously usual phrase. 

Messrs. Canenas and Cuerry substitute for the old phrase 
the words “ without leaving a husband or issue her surviving” : 
2 Prideaux’s Precedents (18th ed., 1900), p. 305. This 
form conveys the same meaning for the purpose of the restoring 
trust as Mr. Davipson’s. 

Sir Howarp W. Exrumstronz and Mesers. W. H. Cottman 
and A. Dickson suggest for use on the marriage of a spinster 
the words “ without leaving the said [intended husband] or any 
issue of the said intended marriage her surviving” : 2 Key & 
Elphinstone’s Precedents (7th ed. 1902), p. 486. This form 
possesses, in addition to the advantages of the two previously 
stated amendments, that of so restricting the scope of the 
exclusion of issue expreesed by Janman’s phrase as that it shall 
not affect issue of any other marriage of the settlor than that 
intended at the date of the settlement. 

In a note to p. 482 of vol. 2of the 6th edition of the last-mentioned 
work the aha “ without leaving the said [intended husband] or 
any child of the said intended marriage her surviving” were sug- 
gested as a better form, and one substantially identical with that is 
printed in the 6th edition, published this year, of Mr. Wotsren- 
Hotme’s Forms and Precedents, edited by himself and Mr. 
Carnzox, p. 105. This form appears to be perfectly impregnable 
to some such assaults as have succeeded thus far in breaking 
through Janman’s phrase. It excludes the husband whose 
survivorship is a condition of the applicability of the trust of 
which the form isa part. It explicitly shews the intention to 
exclude certain issue of the settlor, and by the use of the word 
“ child ” instead of “issue” it will exclude such sons as might, if 
taking under this restoring trust, die in infancy after the settlor’s 
death and while her husband lives, and so only take to carry what 
they take tohim. Yet the form will not exclude grandchildren 
of the scttlor born of a son who marries, survives his mother, 
and dies in his minority. The title to what such a son may 
become entitled to under the express trust for children of the 
marriage will remain contingent after the settlor’s death. If 
the son thereafter lives to attain twenty-one he will become 
absolutely entitled under the express trust for children. If he 
dies poe twenty-one leaving issue born before their grand- 
mother’s death, such issue will become entitled under the 
restoring trust. 








This form appears to be equally applicable on the marriagg 
of spinsters and widows. In the case of a widow the questio 
whether there are issue of the former marriage, and whether 
any, and if any, what provision for such issue, ought of cours 
to be considered, and inquiry might elicit the need of sub. 
stituting a specially-worded clause for the common form of 
restoring trust. In every case, also, the possibility of a subse. 
quent marriage has to be considered and often specially 
provided for. But those matters are outside the scope of this 
aper. The last-described form of restoring trust will not, sup. 
posing either the settlors to have issue already, or the trust for the 
wife if she survives her husband and there be no issue of the 
marriage, to be omitted, deprive her existing issue or any children 
of a subsequent marriage of their spes successionis as next-of- 
kin. 

Sir H. W. Exrursrone’s rejection in the current year of the 
phrase previously suggested by himself and now proposed by 
Mr. WotsTenHouLmE, is a fact to be noted. Assuming Sir 
Howarp’s rejection of the phrase to be deliberate, it suggests 
an opinion by the learned editor and his coadjutors that the old 
practice is right, not only in excluding a son who marries and 
dies under twenty-one from the benefit of the express trust for 
children, but also in excluding any issue he may leave, though 
they are possible objects of the parental powers of appointment, 
from the benefit of the restoring clause, if the express trust 
for children fails and the settlor dies before her husband, 
Supposing that to be an opinion, the sanction of which by the 
court is to be asked for, it is one which will need careful 
argument, in addition to that which might be sufficient to 
— a disapproval of the decisions in defiance of Jarman’s 
phrase. 

Reverting to the difference already mentioned between the 
apprehension which a settlor has of the operation of her settle- 
ment and her adviser’s apprehension of it, and to a consideration 
of the extent of the adviser’s duty to explain to his client the 
effect of what he proposes in possible events, it seems likely— 
the use of Janman’s phrase in the restoring clause under con- 
sideration having been so general—that few solicitors have 
called the attention of their clients to the possibility which Sir 
Epwarp Fry regarded as a sufficient reason for inferring that 
the settlor had not intended to do what she purported to do, 
The use of Mr. WorstenHoLME’s new phrase, with or without 
the addition of the above suggested proviso, will, it is 
submitted, guard its employers from reproach for neglecting 
a duty implied in the doctrine of the last-named judge, though 
they may continue to leave unexplained the operation of a clause 
which many an untrained imagination cannot be enabled to 
understand. 

But in thus leaving open a door for grandchildren who may 
be born to a son who dies under twenty-one, Mr. WoLsTENHOLME’s 
new form also admits the risk of such grandchildren becoming 
mere conduits of the fortune to an unintended destination. ‘That, 
however, might be provided against by adding to the ultimate 
trust the words “‘ Provided, nevertheless, that no descendant of 
the said [intended wife] shall become entitled under the trust 
hereinbefore last contained unless he or she shall attain the age 
of twenty-one years, or being female marry.” 

The question how Jarman’s phrase ought to be interpreted— 
what ite operation is—in the vast number of existing settle 
ments in which it has been used—remains and imperatively 
demands a judicial answer of the highest authority. 

Finally, the differences between the forms suggested for use 
in substitution for Janman’s phrase suggest the wish that the 
authors could concur in ont sete oc one form which might be 
adopted at least as generally in the future as that which it will 
replace has been employed in the past. J. 8. V. 








It is stated that the judges who will form the court to hear the case of 
*Colonel’’ Lynch at bis forthcoming trial at bar for treason will be the 
Lord Chief Justice, Mr, Justice Wills, and Mr. Justice Channel. 

Judge Lumley Smith, K.O., in the City of London Court, on the 27h 
inst., says the Times, oaid that when solicitors brought actions in which 
they themselves were plaintiffs he thought they should conduct them i 
court instead of emp’ counsel, At any rate he should not allow the 
fees to counsel under such circumstances. He must keep down 
costs, and make the administration of the law as cheap as possible in the 
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Reviews. 


Evidence. 


Tae Law or EvipencE. By Srpney L. Pureson, Barrister-at- 
Law. THIRD EpITION. Stevens & Haynes. 


This is an extremely useful book of which a new edition is very 
acceptable. The book professes to fill a middle place between that 
large and exhaustive work, Taylor on Evidence and that extremely 
condensed one, Stephen’s Digest of the Law of Evidence. For 
practical every-day work it is probably the most useful of the 
three, for the first-named is so large that it often takes much 
time to find what is required; and the second is so very con- 
densed that it often requires much caceful thought to discover 
which rule is applicable to the case in hand. Since the second edition 
was published the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, has become law, and 
the important changes made thereby are carefully dealt with and the 
Act is printed in full in the appendix. The chapters on Extrinsic 
Evidence in relation to documents have been entirely rewritten and 
much improved. There areal number of cases cited in addition 
to those in the second edition, and decisions are noticed down to July 
of this year. The new edition is printed on larger paper than the 
former ones, and the general get-up of the book is much improved. 
We have noticed a few errors and omissions in the tables of cases and 
statutes. Thus a recent decision of Buckley, J., In re White (1901, 1 
Ch. 570), appears in its-proper place in the text, but not in the table 
of cases; and the Criminal Evidence Act in the table of statutes is 
not ig correctly with the numbers of the pages on which it is 
considered. 





The Stock Exchange. 


Kry TO THE RULES OF THE STooK ExcHANGE, EMBODYING A FULL 
EXPOSITION OF THE THEORY AND: PRACTICE OF BUSINESS IN THE 
* House.” By FrRanois CHISWELL. Effiogham Wilson. 


According to rule 53 of the Stock Exchange Rules, the Stock 
Exchange does not recognize in its dealings any other parties than its 
own members, and every bargain ‘‘ must be fulfilled according to 
the rules, regulations, and usages of the Stock Exchange.” It by 
no means follows that the rule is binding upon members of the 
— who have dealings on the Stock ge, but, as Mr. 

hiswell points out in his introductory remarks, “for peace of mind 
the private operator will desire to examine the rules, regulations, and 
usages which, in the eyes of the Stock Exchange, constitute a term 
of any contract into which he may enter through the medium of 
that institution.”” Mr. Chiswell, accordingly, sets on one side purely 
legal considerations, and devotes his volume to a statement of the 
rules and an exposition of their effect. A reader interested in the 
subject will find in its pages all the information necessary to enable 
him to understand ‘‘ contango,” “differences,” ‘ backwardation,” 
and other mysteries, and to the lawyer, who has no concern with 
such matters personally, the book may prove serviceable in un- 
ravelling the affairs of a speculative client. It is clearly written and 
appears to form a complete guide to Stock Exchange dealings on 
their purely business side. 





Constables. 


A ConsTABLE's Duty anpD How To Do Ir. Wirn EXPLANATORY 
Norges oF A PracricAL CHARACTER AND a Copious INDEX, 
TOGETHER WITH A CONCISE ORIMINAL CoDE, ALPHABETICALLY 
ARRANGED. By THomAs Marryiort, Solicitor, and Superintendent 
B. M. Greaa. of the West Riding Yorkshire Constabulary. Tarp 
Epirion. Effingham Wilson. 


This book has been out of print for some time, and no doubt a 
new edition was demanded, for werbelieve the book is found of 
great use in the superior ranks of the police force. Certainly if a 
constable acts in accordance with the instructions here given him, he 
will seldom, if ever, go wrong. The first part consists of a large 
number of general instructions, which contain much good advice, 
beth positive and negative. Under the latter head we may notice 


the advice to constables never, if they can avoid it, to allow them- | The 


selves to be mixed up in bastardy cases or divorce cases, It is also 
sound counsel to advise a policeman not to handcuff a person whom 
he has to apprehend for non-payment of rates. The chief part of 
the book is taken up with a table of offences and procedure which 
contains a definition of every offence with which a constable is likely 
to have to deal, together with a note shewiog whether summary 
wrest, warrant or summons is the proper course for bri 

the offender to justice, and useful remarks on each offence. 
We can strongly revommend the book to all members of the police 
force who wish to really kuow what their duties are. 


Books Received. 


Lord Penzance on the Bacon- Shak Controversy: a Judicial 
Summing-up by the Right Hon. Sir ieee Plaisted Wilde, Baron 
Penzance. Edited by M. H, Kuynzar. With a Biographical Note 
by F. A. InpERWIcK, K.C, Sampson Low, Marston, & Co. (Limited). 
Price 5s. net. 

Digest XVII., 2: Pro Socio. Edited with Translations and Notes 
by C. H. Monro, M.A., Fellow and late Lecturer of Gonville and 
Caius College, Cambridge. Cambridge: At the University Press. 

Supplement to Montgomery’s Licensing Laws: containing the 
Intoxbeting Liquors (Sale to Children) Act, 1901; the Licensing 
Act, 1902; and all Recent Decisions relating to the Sale of 
Intoxicating Liquors, and to Theatres, Music, Dancing, and 
Billiards. By R. M. Monrcomery, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


The Practice of the Land Registry. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,— Your correspondent, ‘‘ A Conveyancer,” whose letter appeared 
in your last week’s journal, seems to me to have either ignored or 
attached insufficient importance to the provisions of sections 27 and 
28 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875. Under these sections (as I read 


them) B., the registered proprietor of the regi charge mentioned 
in the case given by way of example by your t, has 
power to sell and transfer the land charged so as to on D., the 


transferee, an estate in fee simple, freed from all estates and interests 
whatsoever vested in C. If that is so, there would be no occasion for 
D. to take any such objection as supposed. 

The fact of B. having had conveyed to him the legal estate seems 
to me to materially strengthen his position as vendor, and if (as 
supposed) the legal estate is so conveyed to B., I do not see how there 
can be vested in C. any estate or interest which it would bs necessary 
for a purchaser from B., selling as mortgagee, to get in. 

It is (in effect) enacted by section 12 of the Act of 1897 that regis- 
tered land shall not in end wee Soetent SO etined Tint Claas 
of possession excepting where the register is recti ing 80, 
in the case supposed, the possession of B. would not affect the question 
here discussed. A. E. WooLnoues. 

68a, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., Dec. 2. 





Trusts for Children. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—It has often ocourred to the writer that a trust for the 
testator or settlor’s children who attain twenty-one years of 
age or die under that age leaving issue is preferable to a trust for 
sons who attain twenty-one and deughters who attain that age or 


previously marry. orme: 
marry and die under twenty-one leaving issue, but also excludes 
daughters who marry and die under twenty-one without leaving 
issue. Such daughters’ husbands are only members of the testator’s 
or settlor’s family for a very short period, and few fathers of 


the possibility of the husbands being benefited in such cases. 
South Shields, Nov. 22. W. A. ARMSTRONG, 








agents as far as possible to try to restore peace and natural affection in 
homes in whose affairs they have intervened. In the interests of the 
child, in the interests of that » is tt wise, is it and therefore 
it is just, that the ignominy of a t raise an 
olllae asm al dtenbiite e over the mother and the 
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Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Devolution of Mortgaged Land.—The interest of a mortgagee 
of freehold land in the landis accessory to the debt and is in equity of 
the nature of personalty, and the mere entry of the mortgagee into 

ion does not alter the nature of his interest. Hence, if he 

Ries while in possession, but before his estate has been freed from 
the equity of redemption by the lapse of time, his estate devolves 
in equity as personal estate ; and if the mortgagor is subsequently 
this operates in favour of the persons interested in the 
estate.—Rz LoveRInGE (Buckley, J., Aug. 2) (1902, 2 Ch. 





859). 

Meaning of ‘‘ Before Becoming Entitled.” —The word “entitled” 
has no defined legal meaning, and according to the construction to be 
put upon it in the particular instrument it may mean become 
entitled either in possession or in interest. A testatrix gave all her 
property on trust for her son R. for life, and on his decease she 
oe devised certain freeholds to her grandchildren, the 

ildren of R,; she directed her trustees to pay the income of the 
residue to R.’s wife for her life, and on her death to divide 
the residue among R.’s children. In the event of ‘either of 
my grandchildren dying before becoming entitled to any share 
of my estate hereinbefore in any way disposed of,” his 
share was to go over in manner specified. It was held 
that in this will the phrase ‘‘ becoming entitled” was to be 
construed as meaning ‘entitled in possession,” and that, conse- 
quently, during the life of R., the grandchildren did not take 
indefeasible interests in the specifically-devised freeholds. These 
interests were liable, therefore, to be defeated as to any grandchild by 
his death during the life of R.—RzE MaunpbeEr (Joyce, J., July 24) 
(51 W. RB. 31; 1902, 2 Ch. 875). 


Company Law. 


Trade Name Distinct from Oorporate Name.—Although a 
limited company is bound, under penalties, by sections 41 and 42 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, to use its corporate name in its business, 
it may acquire the right to have the use by other persons of another 
name, which it has been in the habit of using as a trade name, 
restrained by injunction, although it has been inadvertently using 
the trade name in contravention of the above-mentioned sections, 
which do not impose “‘ the additional penalty of forfeiting its good- 
will to any dishonest person who choores to steal it.” —H. E. RANDALL 

) v, BRITISH AND AMERICAN SHOE Co. (Swinfen Eady, J., 
May 14) (1902, 2 Ch. 354). 

Debentures—Extending Time for Registration—On every 
application under section 15 of the Companies Act, 1900, for an 
extension of the time within which (under section 14) debentures 
are to be registered, unless there is ‘“‘ some good ground to the 
coutrar: ’"—¢.g., in cases in which the order could not prejudice the 
rights of any creditors, the order should be made ‘‘ witnout pre- 
judice to the rights of parties acquired prior to the time when the 
debenture: shall be actually registered.” This ruling is founded on 
the pra-tice in judges’ chambers on granting extensions of time under 
the ver worded power in section 14 of the Bills of Sale 
yh ep JoPLiIn BREWERY Co. (Buckley, J., Nov., 1901) (1902, 

7 
In the case lastly noted the company was a going concern. Ina 
case, before the Act of 1900 came into force a company 
had resolved to issue s series of twenty debentures, ranking pari 
pass, and had sealed them, and actually issued ten of them, but the 
remaining ten were not issued until after the Act came into force, and 
were never registered. After the winding up ofthe company the holders 
of the unregistered debentures applied for an order extending the time 
without the words imposed in He Joplin Brewery Co. That case was, 
however, followed, it being held that the principle of Crew v. 
Cummings (21 Q. B. D. 420), and Ex parte Furber (1902, 2 Q. B, D. 
122), decisions on the Bills of Sale Act, in one of which the execution 
creditor bad seized, and in the other the estate had vested in the 
trustee in bankruptcy—was not confined to cases where the owner- 
stip of the property had changed, and was therefore applicable to 
up although the erty did not vest in the liquidator.—Rz 
—_ (Lamrrzp) (Swinfen Eedy, J., Dec. 7, 1902) (1902, 1 


The order in Ze Spiral Globe was, however, made upon the 
assumption that the debentures required registration under the Act 
It tarned out, however, that the ures were ‘‘ bearer” 

t and as they were all sealed before the Act came ivto 
force, it was held that the charge was “crested” before that time, 
end that registration was unnecessary. The court pointed out that 
section 14 (16) required « copy of the registration certificate to be 


indorsed om the debenture before issue.—Rxz Srreau Giosy (LIMITED 
(No. 2) Joyee, J., April 19) (1902, 2 Ch, 209). ( 











In a subsequent case the facts were very similar—part of the pari 
passu series being issued before the commencement of the Act, and 
the rest igres gerne afterwards. The application for extension of 
time was e after winding up, and was simply dismissed with 
costs, the court being of opinion that after winding up the words 
inserted in the order in Re Joplin Brewery Co. could not benefit any- 
one. ‘ Unless in very exceptional circumstances,” said the judge, 
‘“‘T think that orders extending the time for registration ought to be 
qualified, as in Re Joplin Brewery Co."—RE 8. ABRAHAMS & Sons 
(Buckley, J., Feb. 18, 1902) (1902, 1 Ch. 695). 

But when some of a pari passu series were issued before, and the rest 
after, the commencement of the Act, on au application to extend the 
time for registering the latter, the Court of Appeal declined to adopt 
the precise form of words inserted in the order in Re Joplin Brewery 
Co. The Court of Appeal so worded the order as to preserve the 
part passu rights inter se of all the debenture-holders of the series, 
The case is important also for the suggestion that it was doubtful 
whether any creditor who had not actually issued execution at the 
time of the registration ought to be protected (per Collins, M.R ), and 
for the doubt expressed whether the words adopted in fe Joplin 
Brewery Co. have any effect in protecting creditors who have not 
taken some proceedings to get a charge or security (per Cozens- 
Hardy, L.J.).—ReE I. C. Jounson & Co. (C.A., May 5) (1902, 2 Ch. 
101). 

Common Law. 


Statute of Frauds—‘' Promise to Answer for Debt or Default 
of Another ”—Indemnity.—The plaintiffs were judgment creditors 
of the C. Co., and had issued a writ of fi. fa., which the sheriff 
had failed to execute. The defendant, who was a director and large 
shareholder in the C. Co., verbally promised the plaintiffs that 
he would indorse bills of exchange for the whole amount 
of the judgment debt if the writ were withdrawn. The 
writ, in consequence, was withdrawn, and subsequently this action 
was brought upon the promise. Held, that the premise was not a 
contract of indemnity, but was a promise to ‘‘ answer for the debt of 
another person” within section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, and 
therefore, the promise not being in writing, the action failed. Also, that 
the interest which the defendant had as a shareholder, did not take 
the case out of the statute, as he had no legal interest in the goods of 
the C. Co., which was a separate entity.— Harsure InpDIA 
RvuBBER ComsB Co. v. MaRTIn (1902, 1 K. B. 778). 

Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, s. 20—Registration—Inchoate 
Instrument.—The defendant having agreed to borrow the sum of 
£15 from A., signed and handed to A, a blank slip of paper stamped 
with a stamp sufficient to cover a sum of £30, authorizing A, t» fill 
up the paper as # promissory note for £15, payable to A. A. fraudu- 
lently, and{in breach of his authority, filled up the slip as a promissory 
note for £30, payable to the plaintiff; and the plaiatiff touk it for 
value without notice of A.’s fraud or breach of authority. In an 
action by the plaintiff on the note, Held, that the delivery of the 
note to plaintiff by A. was not a negotiation of the note to a holder 
in due course, and that the plaintiff could not recover.—HERDMAN v. 
WHEELER (1902, 1 K. B. 361). 


New Orders. &c. 


Colonial Stock Act, 1900. 
(63 & 64 Vict. c. 62.) 

Parsuant of section 2 of the ‘‘ Colonial Stock Act, 1900,” the Lords 
Commissioners of his Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the 
undermentioned Stock registered or inscribed in the United 


Kingdom : 
Barbados. 


3} per cent. Inscribed Stock (1925-42), 


The restrictions mentioned in section 2, sub-section 2, of the 
“Trustee Act, 1893,” apply to the above Stock (see “Colonial Stock 
Act, 1900,” section 2). 

Treasury-chambers, 8.W., Dec. 1, 1902. 











Transfer of Action. 
Oxper vr Court. e 
Monday, the 17th day of November, 1902. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justic2 


Backley 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Joyce (1002 —C.—WNo, 2,985). 
In the matter of The Cambrian Coke Company Limited. Louis Gustave 
Mouchel and another v. The London pre peor meres Bank Limited and 
The Cambrian Coke Company Limited. : Hassuny, 0. 


Dec. 6, 1902. 
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Result of Appeals. 


Appeal Court I. 
(New Trial Paper.) 


Wright v. Lefever. Application of defendant for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated July 2, 1902, 
at trial before Mr. Justice Walton and a common jury, Middle- 
sex. Dismissed with costs. Nov. 28. ; 

Edmondson v. Bray. Application of defendant for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated July 31, 1902, 
at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a special jury, Leeds 
(advanced by order). New trial allowed. Nov, 28. 

(Original Motions.) 

Dunn and Others v. Donald Currie & Co, and Others. Application 
of plaintiffs to remove stay of execution pending appeal to House 
of Lords. Allowed. Dec. 1. 

Steeger v. Heddergott. Application of plaintiff to restore appeal to 
list for hearing. Allowed. Dec. 1. 

Lloyd v. Woolland Bros. Application of defendants to attach 
plaintiff’s solicitor for contempt of court. To stand over till 
December 8. Dec. 1. 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Challenge and Duc d’Aumale (1902—Folio 274), The Marychurch 
Steamship Co. (Limited) v, The Elliot Steam Tug La Compagnie 
Maritime Francaise. Appeal of La Compagnie, &c., from order 
of Mr. Justice Barnes, dated November 10, 1902. Dismissed 
with costs. Dec. 1. 

Miller and Another v. Faulkner. Appeal of plaintiffs from order of 
Mr. Justice Darling, dated November 12, 1902. Allowed with 
costs. Dec. 1. 

John Barker & Co. (Limited) v. Douglas, Appeal of plaintiffs from 
order of Mr. Justice Darling, dated November 10, 1902. Dis- 
missed with costs. Dec. 1. 

Harrison v. The Alliance Assurance Co. (Limited). Appeal of 
plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Darling, dated October 31, 
1902. Dismissed. with costs, Dec. 1. 

Pownall v. Boyd and Another. Appeal of defendant from order of 
= we Darling, dated November 13, 1902. Settled on terms, 

ec. 2. 

Rex _v. The Archbishop of Canterbury. Appeal of A. W. 
Cobham from order of the Lord Chief Justice, dated June 16, 
1902, Dismissed with costs. Dec. 2, 

(New Trial Paper.) 


Esson v. MacRae and Others. Application of defendants for judg- 
ment or new trial on sppeal from verdict and judgment, dated 
June 30, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley and a special 
jury, London. Judgment entered for defendants. Dec. 3. 


Appeal Court II. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Charles Bright, No. 565 of 1901. Restored to list by order of 

ae “ya 14, 1902 (to b2 mentioned). Ordered to stand. over. 
ov. 28. 

In re A Debtor (ex parte The Debtor), No. 900 of 1902. From a 
receiving order made by Mr, Registrar Brougham, dated October 
10, 1902, Dismissed with costs. Nov. 28, 

Inre A Debtor ies a a Debtor), No. 1,126 of 1901, Froma 
receiving order made by Mr. Registrar Bro dated October 
21,1902. Part heard. Nov. e — 

Inre A Debtor oa parte The Debtor), No, 1,066 of 1902. Froma 
receiving order made by Mr. Registrar Brougham, dated Nov- 
ember 5, 1902. Agreed to be dismissed with costs. Nov. 28. 

(In Bankruptcy.) . 

In re A Debtor (ex parte The Debtor), No. 1,126 of 1901. From a 
receiving order made by Mr. Registrar Brougham, dated October 
21, 1902, Dismissed with costs. Ded/1. Leave to appeal. 

For Judgment. ' 


Woolfe v. The Automatic Pictare Gallery (Limited). Appeal of 
defendants (by leave) from order of Me. Justice Kekewich, 
dated July 1, 1902. Dismissed with costs (Vaughan Williame, 
L.J., dissenting). Dec. 2, Leave to appeal refused. 

(Original Motion.) 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In the Matter 
of the Corporation of British Investors (Limited). Application 
of B. Boaler, in person, to vary minutes. Allowed. Dec. 3, 
Costs of application to be costs in appeal. 


(From Chancery Division. Interlooutory List.) 
Corporation v. Wild & Co. Appeal of defendants from 


order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Nov. 20, 1902. To stand 
over for further evidence to be filed. Dec. 3. 

Universal Microphone Oo. (Limited) v. nye and Another. Appeal of 
plaintiff company from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated 
Nov. 7, 1902. Dismissed with costs. Dec. 3. 

The British Microphone Co. (Limited) v. Nye and Another. Appeal 
of plaintiff company from order of Mr. Justice Byrne, dated Nov. 

rom. with costs. Dec. 3. 


7, 1902, D 
(Liverpool District Registry). 

Bickmore v. Dimmer. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. 
Justice Farwell, dated March 11, 1902, Order discharged with 
costs. Dec. 4. 

[Compiled by Mr, Anruur F. Cuarriz, Shorthand Writer. ] 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
WRIGHT ». LEFEVER, No.1. 28th Nov. 


Neciicence—Premises in Danczrovs Strate or Reparn—Key To View 
Given ‘sy Hovse AcGentr—InviraTion—Owner’s Liasriiry For 
ACCIDENT. 


Application by the defendant for judg ment or a new trial in an action tried 
before Walton, J., and a common , brought by the plaintiff to recover 
damages for personal injuries. The plaintiff —_— a house belo’ 
the defendant with the usual notice in the window that it was to let, 
applied to the house agents for the key. After going over the house and 
inspecting it, he again, on the same day, saw the house agents and told 
them it was very much ‘out of repair and said the steps were positively 
dangerous. He asked whether the landlord would put the house in 
proper repair. He did not return the key, saying he would like to take his 
wife to see over the house, and a few days afterwards, accom 
wife, he went to see the house egain, and while he was going up the 
leading to the front door the steps gave way and the plaintiff was injured. 
The jury found that the plaintiff when the accident happened was going up 
the steps for the purpose of going over the house ; that he was doing so at the 
house agent’s request ; that the steps were dangerous; that this danger was 
not known to the plaintiff before the accident ; that he could not by reason- 
able care have ascertained the d ; that it was not known tothedefendant 
or his agents; but that if the defendant had taken reasonable care in the 
management of the house he would have known it. The jury explained 
their answer to the last question as meaning that as the defendant knew 
that the steps leading to the basement were said to be us, he ought 
to have known that the steps leading to the front door might also be 
dangerous. Judgment on these findings having been entered for the 
plaintiff with £36 damages, the defendant appealed. For the defendant 
it was contended that the duty of an owner of premises to guard a 
them being in a dangerous condition to any whom he had invited 
to come upon them was the same as the duty he owed to a licensee 
—he was only liable for that which censtituted a trap. Here the —— 
was unknown either to the defendant or his agents. [Ootzivs, M.R.— 
Indermaur v. Dawes, L. R. 1 O. P. 274, at p. 288, Willes, J., held that the 
owner was liable if he knew or ought to have known of the 
Moreover, the plaintiff knew as much about the —— as the defi 
for he had himself been over the premises with a er in the in’ 
between his first visit and that when the accident occurred to ascertain 


neither the defendant nor his agents had any knowledge that the steps 
were dangerous except from what the plaintiff had told them. Then, also, 
the plaintiff was not op the premises on the day when the accident 
happened by the invitation of the defendant. The plaintiff had retained 
the key, and the defendant had had no opportunity of any repairs. 

Tue Covar (Conus, M.R, and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.), without 
hearing counsel for the plaintiff, dismissed the tion. If the 
findings "Sigua ae the ae sows. that the defendant = 
under an obligation to guard the plair against any danger on 
premises which he either knew or ought to have known, and which the 
plaintiff did not know existed.—Oovunsat, Montague Lush, K.O., and H. C. 
Davenport ; Kemp, K O., and W. de B. Herbert. Soxicrrors, Procter ¢ 
Grimes ; Carthew § Wheeler. 


(Reported by Easxuvs Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 
JONES v, LAVINGTON, No. 1. 26th Nov. 


LANDLORD AND TswaNt—Quier ExsoyMentT—Ime.iep Covenant —UNLIMITED 
Covenant—** Lzr.”’ 

This was an application by the plaintiff for a new trial of an action tried 
before Grantham, J., and a jury, or for judgment. The defendant was 
the holder of a long lease of a house granted in 1893, which lease contained a 
covenant by the lessee not to use the house or permit it to be used for the 
purpose of trade or business, and also contained a proviso for re-entry 
by the lessors in the event of a breach of the said covenant. By a memor- 
andum of agreement dated the 19th of J the defendan’ 
as landlord and the plaiatiff as tenant, it was a amedapene ger 
emer ae Oe te tenet SO area re ek x of the said 
house at a yearly rental of » 
term of three years. The agreement 
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tiff eutered into possession of the premises let to him and proceeded to 
carry on therein the business of a metal-worker. In December, 1901, the 
plaintiff was restrained from carrying on his said business by an injunction 
obtained by tbe superior landlords. The plaintiff, by his statement of 
claim, foe that prior to the agreement he informed the defendant that 
req’ the premises for the purpose of carrying on his said business 
therem, and that the plaintiff verbally warranted and falsely represented 
to the plaintiff that he had good right and full title to demise or let the 
and that the plaintiff should have and quietly enjoy the premises 
for the said purpose. The plaintiff -laimed damages for breach of 
covenant, or in the alternative for breach of warranty and for fraudulent 
tations. At the trial the jury found that there had been no 
fraud on the part of the defendant, and Grantham, J., gave judgment for 
the defendant. The plaintiff applied for a new trial or judgment. It was 
argued on his behalf that the agreement of letting carried with it an 
implied covenant for quiet enjoyment, which extended to eviction by 
title paramount. Such a covenant for quiet enjoyment was to be implied 
from the word ‘‘ Jet ’’ as much as from the word ‘‘demise.’’ The dicta 
contained in the judgment delivered by Kay, L.J., in Baynes § Co. v. Lloyd 
$ Sons (1895, 2 Q.B, 610), to the effect that a distinction was to’be drawn in 
this respect between the words “‘ let ’’ and “‘demise ’”’ had been disagreed 
with by the Divisional Court in Budd-Scott v. Daniell (1902, 2 K. B. 351). 
The following cases were referred to: De Lassalle vy. Guildford (1901, 2 K.B. 
215), Holder v. Taylor (Hob. 12); and Bandy v. Cartwright (8 Exch. 913). 

Tus Cover (Cotims, M.R., and Komer and Marsew, L.JJ ) 
dismissed the application. 

Coitixs, M.K., said this was an action by a lessee for a breach of 
covenant or for fraudulent misrepresentation and breach of warranty by 
the lessor at the time of the contract of letting. Judgment had been 
entered for the defendant, and the plaintiff now asked for judgment or a 
new trial. The jury had found that there was no fraud, and it was not 
now teriously contended that there had been a warranty, for the agreement 
alleged to have been broken, if made, was clearly not collateral. It was, 

, argued that out of the terms of the agreement of letting a 
covenant or contrac’ for quiet enjoyment could be implied, and that not 
merely a limited covenant in respect of acts of the lessor and persons 

ing under him, but an unlimited covenant in r ¢ of acts of all 

- In his opinion, after the decision of this court in Baynes ¢ Co. 
v Lloyd § Sons, it was clear that, whether or not any covenant for quiet 
enjoyment could be implied from the word “‘ let,” at any rate an unlimited 
covenant for quiet enjoyment could not be implied. 

Romer snd Maruzsw, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsen, Witt, K.0., and 
R J. Drake; Trevor F. Lloyd. Sotacttors, Colyer § Colyer; Harratt § 


. [Beported by F. G. Riicxzr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
KING AND WILKINS ». BARBER. Buckley, J. 28th Nov. 


“' Las Pexpens”—Repemerion Action—Non-arpreARANCE OF PLAINTIFF 
at Tsiat—Action Dismissep—** Lis Pexpens”’? Vacatzp, 


This was an action by a mortgagor for foreclosure against the mort- 
gegee and a purchaser from the mortgagee. The plaintiff did not appear 
atthe trial The action was accordingly dismissed with costs. Counsel 
for the mortgagee stated that the action had been registered at the 
Central Office as a lis pendens, and asked that an order should also be 
made vacaung the on, a8 was done by Kekewich, J., in Reilly v. 
Richardson (43 Boxicttoxs’ Jovuwat, 457), where an action for specific 

ormance had been dismissed in consequence of the plaintiff nut 
wing appeared. Counsel for the other defendant assented. 

Becxizr, J., eaid he would follow that case, and he ordered the lis 
penden: to be vacated. - Counsen, Buckmaster, K.0.,and Duka; 0. L. Clare. 
Souscttors, Kingsbury & Turner ; Yielding § Co. 


[Beported by Nevitiz Tezevrr, Esy,, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 

Ze AN AEBITEATION BETWEEN WILLIAMS AND ANOTHER AND 
THE LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT INSURANCE CO. 
Bsgham, J. 23th Sov. 

Ivevessce—Maserez axp Seuvant—Norice or Accipenr Immemarety to 

we Givexs— Dstar—Awaup om Favove or Insvnep Workmas UNDER 
rae Act or 1897—Comvaxy’s Liavitiry 10 Ispemsiyy Masrex. 


Case stated on a point of law for the decision of a i 
. & judge sitting for s 
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shall be deemed to be the essence of this condition.” On the 
10th of October, 1900, a workman of the plaintiffs met with an 
accident, and on the 16th of that month the tiffs communicated by 
telephone with the person who introduced them to the defendants and 

ved commission for the introduction. The workman gave the plaintiffs 
notice of his claim on the lst of December, 1900, and within three days 
they gave notice of claim tothe defendants. The workman obtained com- 
pensation against the plaintiffs in the Pontypridd Oounty Court, but when 
the plaintiffs made a claim for indemnity under the policy the defendants 
denied liability on the ground that immediate notice of the accident in 
accordance with the terms of clause 3 of the policy had not been given 
them. The question for the opinion of the court was whether, having 
regard to the true construction of clause 3 of the policy, the company was 
exonerated from liability thereunder or not. 

Bicuam, J., held that the arbitrator was right in finding that although 
the accident occurred on the 10th of October, and the employers were 
aware of it on the 17th of October, no notice was sent to the company unti) 
the 4th of December because the communication of the fact that an 
accident had occurred to the person who introduced the plaintiffs to the 
defendants was no notice at all tothe defendants. The giving of immediate 
notice of an accident was a condition precedent to the employers’ right to 
indemnity under the policy by clause 3, and that condition not having 
been fulfilled, the company were not liable. Judgment accordingly for the 
defendants with costs.—OounseL, Hugh Sturges; Bailhache. soLicrrors, 
Martyn $ Martyn, for Leigh & Horley, Cardiff; Weiliamson, Hill, § Co., for 
Ingledew § Sons, . 

[Reported by Ensxixz Rev, Esq., Barrister-at-La vw. | 


HEALING v. HEALING AND ANOTHER. Ridley, J. 1st Dec. 


Person UNDER Disasrtrry—Lunatic—No Oommitrez Arroint2p—SAaLe or 
Luwatic’s BusinessWire Living IN ADULTERY—APPLICATION oF 
Lunatic’s Estate, wire Consent or Wirz, ny Turrp Parry ror 
MarnTeNaNcE AND EpvcatTion or Lvunatic’s OHILDREN—KEFUSAL oF 
Lunatic on His Retgasze tro Ratiry THis ExprsnpirurE—RIcGuHT 10 
Recover Proceeps or Sate or Busrness. 


Claim for £200 for ren | lent and for money had and received to the 
plaintiff’s use. The plaintiff, Samuel Healing, had a business at Lambeth. 
In 1882 he was confined in a lunatic asylum, but no steps were taken to 
appoint a committee. In 1894 the plaintiff escaped irom the asylum, a 
window having been left unfastened, and having evaded the authorities for 
fourteen days the order on which he had been detained consequently lapsed. 
On his escape he found that his business had disappeared, that his wite 
was living in adultery with his brother William, by wnom she had had two 
children. He obtained a divorce in 1897 with £500 damages against 
William Healing, which were not paid, and in the course of the 
divorce proceedings alleged he first discovered that the second 
defendant, Charles Healing, another brother, had disposed of the 
business for £200, which sum had eventually been paid over by 
Charles to William. To this action William pleaded that, with the con- 
sent of the plaintiff’s wife as his agent while he was under confinement, 
he had t the money derived from the sale of the business on the mainten- 
ance education of the plaintiff’s three children. He also cluimed for 
various necessary payments made on the plaintiff’s behalf, the chief item 
being £276 for the maintenance and education of the children between 
1884 and 1890. The trial took place before , J+, and @ common jury, 
on the 20th and 21st of November, with the result that on the finding: of 
the jury judgment was entered for Oharles and the consideration ot the 
legal effect of the jury’s findings on questions left them with regard to 
William’s liability was reserved for further argument on the 22nd of 
Novembér, when judgment was reserved. 

Dec. 1.—Ruvuezy, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said the 
jury were asked to say (1) whether the sale money was paid to Mrs. 
Samuel Healing; (2) whether it was used for the maintenance of the 
children with her consent, for eleven years; and (3) if so, whether the cost 
would amount to asmuch as £200. And all these findings the jury 
answered in the affirmative. The evidence shewed that the wife main- 
tained herself and children on this fund for a time, but lent £150 of it to 
the defendant William, and it was arranged between them that ne should 
maintain the children out of this fund, receiving back from her the bills 
he had given her for the loan. The action was to recover back the 
cegge oe of the sale, £200, or at all events the £150 handed over to 

e defendant Willism by the wife. For the defendant William 
it was contended that Jtead v. Legard (6 Kxch. 636) snewed 
that the wife of a lunatic could pledge her hueband’s credit 
for necessaries for herself and his children, and the finding of the 
jury shewed that William applied the money by the authority of uhe wife, 
who had power to give such authority where no committee was appointed. 
For the plaintiff it was eaid that the conduct of the plaintifi’s affairs 
having been iliegal throughout, the ‘wife had no such authority, and that 
the piaintiff could not therefore by (aplication be said to have ratified it, 
and therefore the decision of Read ¥. Legard (supra) aud In re ithodes (44 
Oh. D, 94), also relied on, hed noapplicatdon. Moreover, the ovligation watch 
rested on a parent to provide for his chiidren was a moral and nvt a legal one 
(Mortimore v. Wright, 6 MM. & W, 482%), therefore the sponding by William of 
this money on thecbudren in no way made the plaintiff liable to repay nim. If 
a committee had been appointed he would have been called upyn w allow 
for money expended on tue children previous to his aegnemment, but ia 
such # case the committee would have had legal suthority as repre euting 
the lunatic, and the lunatic, on his release, could have ratified the preced- 
ing if he had thought fit todo so, Whereas here the jury had 





0 
found that the plaintiff had refused ony ae had been done, As there 
! might be a doubt whether the full sum 


£200 or only the sum of £150 
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advanced to the defendant judgment would be entered for the plaintiff for 
the smaller amount with costs, the defendant’s counterclaim being dis- 
missed. Judgment for the plaintiff.—Oovunsex, Rawlinson, K.O., and 
Schultess Young ; Colam and Craig Henderson, for William : ; W.B. 
Allen, for the other defendant. So.icrrors, W. J, Hart ; W. Archer § Son; 
T. H, Aldous. 

[Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Case. 
SAUNDERS ». GREENFIELD. Kekewich, J. 21st Nov. 


So.icrrok —DiscLtosurg or Inrormation Ontaingp rrom Former OLient— 
APpPLicaTION FoR InsuNncrion To Restrarmy Sonicrrors From ACcrTING 
as SOLICITORS YOR TaE DgerenvANts In Certain Procegpincs Brovcutr 
py A Former OLrent. 


This was a motion, treated by consent as the trial of the action, by 
the plaintiff, Mr. E. F. Saunders (who is also the plaintiff in an 
action of Saunders v. Saunders now pending in the Ohaucery Division), 
for en injunction to restrain the defendants (the members of a firm 
of London solicitors) from acting as solicitors for the defendants in the 
action of Saunders v. Saunders, and from making use of or allowing any 
person to make copies or extracts from any documents which had come to 
their hands in their professional capacity as solicitors to the plaintiff, and 
from imparting any information with regard to the plaintiff on the subject 
of the said action until trial of the present action. The present action was 


instituted under the following circumstances: In 1886 the plaintiff was yo: 


induced by his father, who was in monetary difficulties, to guarantee a 
certain debt due from his father to Leon Brothers, and on the 22nd day of 
September, 1886, in accordance with his father’s request, the plaintiff executed 
a deed of charge in favour of Leon Brothers, whereby the plaintiff 
became surety for his father’s debt. The plaintiff subsequently became 
aware, after consultation with his mother and a member of the said firm 
of solicitors, that he had in fact given a charge on bis reversion to con- 
siderable settled property. A case was thereupon submitted to counsel to 
advise as to setting the deed aside. Subsequently negotiations took place 
on the part of the mother with a view to purchase the debt, and ultimately, 
in 1887, the plaintiff’s mother bought the debt and took a transfer of the 
security. At the time when she took this transfer, she was living apart 
from her husband, and she continued to de so until her death in April, 
1901. In March, 1902, the plaintiff commenced the action of Saunders v. 
Saunders against his mother’s executors, and claimed to have the deed 
of charge of the 220d of September, 1886, so far as it affected him, set 
aside. it @ d that the defendants in the present action, who were 
acting as solicitors for the defendants in the action of Saunders v. Saunders, 
had been employed by the plaintiff’s mother in her lifetime, and had also 
acted as solicitors for the plaintiff occasionally from 1886 until November, 
1901. In the course of their employment the plaintiff had written to 
them several letters which he alleged were confidential, and had 
supplied them with information required for sending the case above- 
mentioned on his behalf for the opinion of counsel, and he complained 
that the solicitors had disclosed this information to his mother’s 
executors for the purposes of the action of Saunders v. Saunders. The 
writ in the present action was issued in A 1902, but the notice 
of motion was not eerved till late in October. Un behalf of the defendants 
it was argued that the executors were entitled to the information which 
their testator had had, and that, under the circumstances of a common 
employment of the same solicitors by two parties, the defendants had been 

ty of no breach of duty in disclosing the information, and that the 
plaintiff was not, ia any event, entitled to an injanction, owing to his 
delay in taking the present proceedings. It was turther contended that 
the present application was, in effect, brought for the purpose of assisting 
the plaintiff im the trial of the action of Saunders v. Saunders, and the 
defendants contended that the question of privilege would be more 
properly decided in that action. 

Kxxewrcn, J., said that the principle upon which the motion was based 
was not confined to solicitors, but was of much wider application. That 
principle was that knowledge that came to any man, whoever he might be, 
ina confidential character must not be used to tne detriment of the man 
througn whom the information was acquired If the solicitors obtained 
imformation, as they must have done, confiden on behalf of the 
}rwent plaiotiff, it was morally and legally them to use that 
information to bis detriment in other legal gs. If, therefore, he 
Wai satisfied that the mischief had not already been done, he would not 
hesitate to grant an injunction. It was true that there was a common 
pepleyment on behalf or the plaintiff aud hf} mother, bat they were then 
both on the same side, Now the plaintiff ang his mother’s executors were 
ou different sides. In his lordship'’s opinion it was improper that the 
information acquired in the course of that employment should now 
used against the plaiotiff. But the plaintiff had guilty of great delay 
in serving this notice of motion, and the whole mischief had already 
done. iis lordship did not think it would be right, when the action 
on the eve of the trial, to allow the plaintiff, whose eyes must have 
opened months ago, to insist u the defendants a another 
solicitor, But although be could not interfere by way of injunction, his 
lordship considered that it would be an indecent tacle if these 
solicitors, who had formerly been acting for the plaintif?’ at 


Mthat capacity The motion was therefore refused, but without coata.— 
Ouunse, Warrington, K.O., and G, B. Hamilion; P. 0. Lawrence, K.O., 
wud J. Henderson, Souicrrons, W, 7. @, Hooper; Lindsay, Greenfield, ¢ 


Masons, 
| Reported by ©, B, Cama, Baq., Darrister-at-Law | 
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Law Societies. 


The Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool. 


The seventy-fifth annual 
Liverpool was held last week, Mr. 
The report of the committee expressed satisfaction 
comet Oo eee yee ees 
priate £10,000 to , 
to the Queen Victoria chair oflaw. It also stated that the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Ki would hold the 
pool in 1903. With to the Li 
tion had, during the past year, con’ 
which had fortne past nine years existed with regard to the rules of the 
court. The committee of the society were appealed to in the matter, and 
ultimately a deputation, consisting of representatives of the Liverpool 
mn, the Liverpool Ohamber of Commerce, the Liverpool Under- 


to 
Ce tee Commins, Wee ae the Court of Passage, especially in 
Admiralty matters, in the expense of of 
witnesses to London made it almost impossible to obtain a decision of the 
pen. dew Sane tas Inaainendbtrammmanee i aaa Liverpool, 
ing the in 
ressed the fear that if the new rules were passed the Court of P. 
might interfere both with the High Court and the county court, 
was reluctant to set up a rts. 
however, promised to give the matter his best consideration 
then, at his lordship’s request, the rules submitted to the Kules Oor 
in 1894 had been revised and forwarded in July last, with prin 
memorandum prepared by the town clerk, shortly setting out the facts 
Seen, en ee ee be distributed among the mem 
bers of the Rules Committee. com: the 
are now being considered by the Rules Committee, whose decision will 
probably be communicated to the town clerk before 2 6 
The President, in moving the of the report, having referred to 
the Lord Chancellor’s remarks, 
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out of the administration of justice, which was quite as great a necessity 
to each of the inhabitants ot the city as housing and tramway schemes. 
For years it had been his view that the time had come 
Gcssuteaioation of ont tagel eqaten. The assize system was cumbersome, 
expensive, and out of date. The county courts were al: 
‘burdened, and the only feasible remedy would seem to be 
the High Court system on the lines of the establishmen’ 
which would be branches of the 


Dec. 1.—Mr. 0. H. Kirby in the chair.—Mr. C. L. Watson was elected 
a member. . &. Ula " . Carter 


Galbraith, R. W. Atkins, J. W. Weigall, J. R. Yates, @. R. D. Elliman. 
The motion was carried. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Gaay'’s-1nn Moor Socrzry.—A moot was held in Gray’s-ian Hall on 
Monday, the 24th of November, 1902, at 8 p.m., before Lord 
K.C. . The question was as follows: “‘J. S., a large colliery o 1 
British subject, contracts, a foreign 
demand withi 
coal. The 


oo D0 Sunes eos Sa ae I tenis aoe Is J.8 
e and what damages suffered foragn government } *’— 
br. W. Re Bisschop (barrister) and T. R. & 
foreign goverament, cited Leake on Contracts (1902), pp. 
544, and 554; Ley ee of Sir George Jesel, M. 


iP 


Numerical ee. ¥. (19 Bq 465), Missouri a, 
1. Oh. D. 325 (judgment of Uhitty, J.) and Quegarnt of Lord 
alebury, L.C.)), Drigfoatein Consolidated Geld ati (Limited), 


wees 
Jansen (U. a@., 1901, 2 K, B. 419), in connection with 
ments of Lord Ellen in . 

Gamba vy. Le Mesurier (4 
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nd » J 4B. & A. 423) which tehed 
- a + ae . -_ they distingu 









































. des Gens Moderne de I’ Europe 2, s. 269 ; Exposito v. Bowden (7 E. & B. 782) ; 
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Hall’s International Law, pp 68% and 405, and the authorities there 
quoted, especially Bynkershoek, Quaest Jur. Pabl. 1, c. 3,197; Calvo’s 
International Law, ss 1682, 1686; Wheaton’s International Law (3rd e/.), 
s. 309; Sir W. Scott’s Judgments in The Danckebaer Africaan (1 Ohr. Rob. 
107), The Horstelder (1 Ohr. Rob. 114), The Boedes Lust (5 Obr. Rob. 
238), in connection with the later decision of De. Lushingion in The 
Ionian Ships (Spink’s Adm as. 193), The Hoop (1 Rob. 196), 
Tendring Union v Dowton (C.A, 1891, 3 Oh. 365), Nigel Gold Mining 
Co. v. Hoode (1901, 2 K B. 849), Waugh v. Morris (L. R. 8 Q. B. 207), 
distinguishing Pearce v. Brooks (L. R 1 Ex. 213), and McKinnell v. Robinson 
(3 M. & W. 422); the Statute of Treasons (25 Kdw. 3); Hadley v. Baxendale 
(9 Exch. 354), Waddell v. Blockley (9Q. B. D. 678). Valpy v. Oakley (16 
Q B D. 941).—R. W. Lee (barrister) and N. L.C Maciskt (student, for 
“J. 8.,” relied on Cowan v. Milbourn (L. R. 2 Ex. 230) and Waugh v. Morris 
(L. BR. 8 Q B. 207), and cited Pearce v. Brooks (L. R. 1 Ex. 213); Valin, 
art. 3, p. 32; Bell v. Gibson (1B. & P 354), Girt v. Mason (1 L. 't, R 48), 
Brandon v. Nesbitt (6 T. 8. 23), Bristow v. Towers (6 ‘I. R. 35), Furtado 
v. Rogers (3 B. & P. 191), Potts v. Bell (8 T. R. 548). Judgments of 
Romer, L.J., in Driefontein Consolidated Go’d Mines (Limited) v. Janson (0.A., 
1901, 2 K. B. 419), and of Lord Davey in Janson v. Driefontein Consok- 
dated Gold Mines (Limited) (1902, A. U. 499); the Statute of Treasons (25 
Edw. 3).—Lord Robert Cecil, K.O., held that “J. 8.’ was not liable tor 
damages, since to supply a foreign government with coal for the purpose 
of waging war against this country would, if done knowingly, be treason- 
able, and must therefore, even if done in ignorance of the purpose for 
which is was required, be considered as detrimental to the interests of 
the country and against public policy. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrety.—Dec. 2.—Ohairman, Mr. 
G W. Powers.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Savill 
Brothers v. Betheli (1902, 2 Oh. 523) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. H OC. 
Myers opened in the affirmative; Mr. Hastiogs Rhodes seconded in the 
affirmative. Mr. W. E. Singleton opened in the negative; Mr. E. J. 
Kdward seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke: 
Mes r’. Cook, Harvey, Hamilton, Fox. The proposer having replied, the 
motion was lost by four votes. There were thirty-eight members and two 
visitors present. 


Brmincuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Dec. 2.—The chair was 
taken by Mr. Siward James.—A debate took place on the following moot 
point: ‘That the procadure of the Commercial Court ought to be 
applied to common law actions generally.’? The speakers’in the affirmative 
were Messrs. H. W. Lyde, R. A. Willes, A, J. Berkeley, and J. H. Round ; 
and in the negative Mesers. O. A. A. Elton, H. G. Jones, HE. Woodward, 
T. H. Oleaver, F. Foulston, and W. H. Ooley. After the openers on either 
side had replied, the chairman summed up, and the voting resultedin a win 
for the negative by a majority of four votes. A hearty vote of thanks to 
the chairman for presiding concluded the meeting. 








Land Transfer Act. 


Conference at the Guildhall. 


A CONFERENCE, which was well attended, was held on Friday, 
the 28th ult., at the Guildball, to inquire into the working of 
the Land Transfer Act, The conference was convened at the 
request of many prominent citizens of ihe City of London by 
the Law and City Courts Committee of the Oorporation as a result 
of instructions from the corporation to the committee to use their 
best endeavours to obtain a revocation of the Order in Vouncil of the 18th 
ot July, 1898, app!ying the provisions of the Act to the city. The meeting 
Was open, and amongst those who intimated their intention to attend, most 
of whom were present, were Mr. A. W. Timbrell, Mr. Richard Davies, Mr. 
W. H. Thomas, Mr. John Rexworthy, and Mr. George Wreford (members 
of Law and City Courts Committee), with Mr James Bell (Town Clerk), 
and Sir Homewood Urawford (City Solicitor) ; Me. W. Talbot Agar (Secre- 
tary of the Central Association of Banker-), Mr. Arthur Vernon (Presi- 
dent) and Mr. Howard Martin (member of the Council of the Surveyors’ 
Institution), Mr. E. J. Gillespie (Leputy-Chairman of the Uouncil of the 
London Chamber of Commerce), and Mr. Musgrave (Assistant Secretary 
of the Obamber), and Mr. B. F. Hawkeley; Mr. R. 8. Jackson, Dr. 
Napier, Mr. Stuart Sankey, Mr. A. A. Allen, Mr. R. M. Beachcroft, and 
Mr. J. W. Oleland (members of the London County Council), Mr. James 
Kowlands (Hon. Secretary of the Land Law Reform Association), Mr. Charles 
Binyon (Chairman of the Exc cutive Committee of the Building Societies 
A:sociation), Mr. Oharles G. Outler (of the West London Permanent Building 
Society), Mr. Edward Wood, J.P. (of the Temperance Building Society), 
Mr. Henry Holmes (director of the British Laud Oo. and the Secretary), 
Mr. Paul Caudwell, & A. (Solicitor of the Battersea Borough Uouncil), Mr 
James Wilson (Town Clerk of the Borough of St. Marylebone), Mr. Charles 
Watkins, Mr. J.B Kyfiin, wr. B. Tobin, and Mr. George Billings (of the 
United Property Owners’ and Ratepayers’ Association), Mr. Harold 
Willams (an officer of the Birkbeck Buildiag Society), Mr O. F. Brickdale 
(of the taud Registry), Mr J. Lidiard (member of the Wandsworth Borough 
Council), representatives of the Yorkshire Union of Law Societies, repre- 
tentatives ofthe Incorporated Association for the Protection of Property 
Owners, representatives of the auctioneers’ Institute of the United 
Kingdom (including Messrs. James Boyton, J. F'. Terry Horsey, and Douglas 
Young), representatives of the City of London Brewery Oo., representatives 
of Mevers. Hoare & Co., brewers, representatives of the London and South- 


hold Land Society ; Mr. Henry Attlee and Mr. Thoms Rawls (rapresenta- 

tivesof the Incorporated Law Society), also Mr. James White, LL.D., Messrs. 

Merriman, Pike, & Merriman, Messrs. Janson, Oobb, Pearson; & Oo., Messrs. 

Whitehouse, Rivers, & Oo., Mr. F. Shirley Turner, Mr. H. John Parker, 

Mersrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, Mr. B. Blaiberg, Mr. A. H. Debenham 

(solicitor of the Salters’ Company), Messrs. Harries, Wilkinson, & Raikes, 

Mr. Charles E. Wellborne, Mr. Frank Dawes, Messrs. Potter, Sandford, & 

Kilvington, Messrs Southgate & Rawson, Mr. Robert T. Wragg, Mr. 
J. 8. Rubinstein, Messrs. Obarles Russell & Oo, Mr. Leonard J. Maton, 
Mr. J. F. 8. Rolleston, M.P., and Mr. Chambers Leete, Town Olerk of 
Kensington (solicitors). 

It had been intended that Mr. Edward Lee, the chairman of the 
committee, would have presided, but owing to Ulness he was unavoidably 
prevented from being present. In his absence the chair was taken by Mr. 
W. H. Txomas, a member of the committee. 

The Cnatrman said he desired to express the cordial thanks of 
the Law and City Courts Oommittee of the corporation for their 
ready response to the invitation of the committee. No apology was 
needed from him for asking their careful consideration of the 
main object of this conference—namely, to consider in a perfectly 
impartial manner whether the Land Transfer Act of 1897 had attained 
the success those high in authority claimed for it; whether, in fact, 
it had tended to icrease facilities in the transfer of land, and to 
reduce the expenses connected with such transfer. The Act having 
been in operation now over four years, there should be no difficulty 
in arriving, with some degree of accuracy, at a conclusion upon 
so important an inquiry, and he confidently relief upon those present 
who had had large experience in the working of the Act to favour 
the committee with the result of their labours. as many were aware, the 
corporation, the municipal authority of the ancient city of London, did not 
regard with favour the introduction of a compulsory system of land 
transfer. It consequently took steps, when the Bi'l was before the House 
of Commons, to secure the insertion of a clause making the Oourt of 
Common Oouncil the ve'oing authority for the Oounty of the City of 
London. When the Bill wa; returned to the House of Lords with this 
very necessury amendment in it, the Lord Chancellor, who was ia charge 
of the Bill, considered that a controvercial subject had been thereby intro- 
duced which mignt imperil or unduly delay the due passing of his pet 
measure; and his lordship cousequently approached the corporation, through 
the late recorder, Sir Charles Hall, with the object ot inducing that body 
to abstaia from insisting upon the retention of this clau:e, and to rely upon 
his lordship’s assurance that he would be no party to the application 
of the Act to the city of London against the wishes of the citizens. He 
(the chairman) need nardly say that the corporation readily assented ; and 
the Bill passed into law without the necessary provision for the city’s pro- 
tection. He referred to this fact, because it was important that the 
citizens should know that their interests were being carefully watched at 
that stage, although it had become necessary to rest content with the 
Lord Chancellor's personal undertaking, instead of taking a step which, 
undoubtedly, might have delayed the passing of the Bill. They would, 
he knew, share the amazement of the corporation when he reminded 
them that the very first order made under the Act included the city of 
London, although it was only fair to add that it was the last portion of 
the administrative county of London in which the Act was to be brought 
into operation. Of course the committee took steps to remind the Lord 
Chancellor of the assurance given by him in the House of Lords; and he 
desired to emphasize the fact that his lordship most courteously and very 
readily gave partial effect to it by postponing, from time to time, the 
application of the Act to the city. But the Lord Chancellor, to the very 
great surprise of the corporation, advanced the view that the interpretation 
placed by that body upon tae terms of his undertaking was an abso- 
lutely erroneous one; and that the corporation must ciearly understand 
that the postponement of the application of the Act to the city for all time 
cou'd never have been contemplated. The only remark he would make 
upon that was this: The corporation had secured in the House of 
Commons the passing of a protective clause with the full assent of her late 
Majesty’s then Attorney-General and Solicitor-General, and it could never 
have imagined that it would occupy a worse position in the House of 
Lords, more especially as it had gone out of its way to assist the Lord 
Chance!lor in securing the prompt passing of this very important Bill at a 
very late. stage of a long Session of Parliament, in full reliance 
upon his lordship’s assurance that the wishes of the citizens would be 
consulted. The corporation had from time to time taken measures 
to ascertain the views and the wishes of the citizens; and up to 
the present moment there hed been a general conrensus of opinion that 
the Act ought not to apply to the city. But, unfortunately, the Act had 
been applied by Order m Council, and had been in force in the city since 
the 1st of July last; and this, too, notwithstanding tne city’s protest, and 
even an appeal to his Majesty in Council. And this brought him to the 
important questions, Has the Act fulfilled the expectations of its authors ? 
Do its provicions facilitate the transfer of land? Have the expenses con- 
nected witn the transfer of property been reduced ? He would not presume 
to answer these questions himself, for he had the mifortune to be a 
lawyer. He belonged to that branch of the legal profession which had 
been accued of placing every obstacle in the way of the passing and 
successful working of the Act for its own selfish ends, an accusation which 
he did not hesitate to as:ert was a gross perversion of the truth, In his 
humble judgment, were solicitors to study their own pockets, aud not the 


Act to work its own wrong, with every confidence that an abundant 
crop of litigation would ensue, which should more than satisfy the mort 
avaricious of their much-abused but poorly-paid profession. But would 





Western Bank, representativesof the British Land Oo. and the National Free- 


this be honest; would this be compatible with the ordinary conduct of 





interests of their clients, they would remain abcolutely silent and allow the — 
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those who were privileged by Act of. Parliament to style themselves 
“gentlemen’’? fe boldly and emphatically said “No”; aud he 
yentured to assert that it was the bounden duty of the members of his 
profession to raise their voices with no uncertain sound if they were 
called upon to administer a statute which they knew to be worszing an 
injustice to those whose confidence they enjoyed, and who looked to them 
to protect their property, rights, and interests. Holding, as he very 
strongly did, these views, he would finish his remarks by a reiteration of 
his original proposition, that the subject was one of the greatest impor- 
tance to a very large class of his Majesty’s subjects, and his belief that 
the time had arrived when a full and impartial inquiry into the working 
of the measure should be held, before its provisions were further enforced 
with an unwilling constituency, to the detriment and cost of owners of 
property. If the Act wasso beneficial, then why should a public inquiry to 
shew the benefits of its past working be refused? If, on the other hand, it 
had proved disastrous and a source of pecuniary loss to landowners, why, 
in common fairness, should a public inquiry be impeded, and no endeavour 
be made to remedy its defects in the hgnht of practical experience? He 
confidently appealed to them to assist the committee in solving these 
queries. Inviiations to the conference had been issued to the London 
County Council ana other well-known public bodies largely interested in 
land; and the committee had deemed it only courteous to iuvite the 
attendance of Mr. Brickdale, the registrar of the Land Registry, in order 
that both sides of the question might be fully argued. 

Mr. Hanoy Witttams (an officer of the Birkbeck Building Society) 
moved: ‘* That the experience already gained of the workmng of the Laud 
Transfer Act, 1897, which has been in operation in the county of London 
some four years, shews that a full and independent inquiry into the 
sy:tem of compulsory registration of title is imperatively called for.’’ 
He said that wnen the Act was first offered to the county of Loadon it 
was offered as an experiment for three years. It therefore implied some 
consideration and deliberation when that period of three years had come 
toanend. All of tnose interested in the experiment had expected that 
during the course of the three years there would be some official announce- 
ment that at a certain date the question should be looked at again from 
the standpoint at which they had arrived after their experience of the 
working of the Act. He represented the Birkbeck Laud and Building 
Societies. Speaking for those societies, and he thought probably for 
other societies of a similar nature—and he was not at all sure thut he was 
not expressing the feeling of the meeting generally—he would say that 
they were not in any way opposed to registration of title; indeed, 
they were in favour of it io principle for they had already accepted that 
principle of registration. Shares, stocks, debentures, and ships were all 
registered. He did not think that anyone would hesitate to say that it 
was most desirable that land also should be brought unto line with the 
registration system. The question was whetuer this scheme was what they 
had anticipated. He was afraid their experience would go to shew that 
their expectations had not b:en realized. The office apparcntly meant an 
additional fee. That was one of the questions they wanted to ask, though 
he did not tbmk this was the time to usk it it would come in better at an 
inquiry. But the question was whether the department was going to make 
asort of monopoly of conveyancing. Were they going to take over the 
entire thing +o far as the solicitor was concerned ino the registration? 
Were solicitors and their conveyaucing business to be done away with ? 
Were they to do away with deeds? secause if that was to be the case 
what would be done about covenants, restrictions, and one thing and 
another? They had power to muke certain covenants in their leases con- 
taining limitations and restrictions. It was almost impossible to carry out 
buildmwg operations unless there were these restrictions. Where these 
Were to come in on the certiticate issued by the Land Registry he did 
not know. The registration of a charge was a most importenc thing. 
they looked at the register with regard to a property worth, say, 
£5,000, upon which there was a charge, and they askea what 
the charge was, whether it was £100, or £200, or what. A man 
came with regard to certain property and said: ‘’I have a emall 
charge upon it, I want another—there is ample security—as a second 
mortgage.’’ How was one to judge as to that? The Land Registry 
certificate gave no information ; it said nothing about covenants. Tnere- 
fore these certificates were nothing but an additional expenee, for they 
must have their deeds and covenants and so on as before, unless there ws 
brought in a codified law that certain things were the only restrictions. 
He did not know whether such a law existed abroad. The question of 
expense appealed to him. He did not represent the most aristocratic 
portion of the community, but he represerited a very large portioa, and a 
_ portion to whom expense was a matter of serious moment —those who saved 

up their money shilling by shilling, and to them an extra £5 of expense 
was a great consideration. They were smaf people, and the extra expense 
of the registry pressed upon them very grie\ously. 1t had been the aim 
of building societies to bring the possibility of tne purchase of houses aud 
Property within the reach of small people, and that had been largely 
effected by the system of payment by instalments or by mor‘gages. He 
thought tne land eocieties had done a great deal to meet the ever-pressing 
want of house accommodation for Lonaoners. The arrangements made by 
building societies were well known. They agreed with a firm of solicitors 
todo the conveyancing work on a moderate scale as to charges. He had 
never heard the solicitors complain of this, therefore it suited their 
purpose, he supposed, to deal with estates in a large way on this plan. 
Sy this plan there was a large reduction, and the cost of mortgages and 
conveyances had been reduced allround. In some caves his society gave tree 
Couveyances. They knew easily what these law costs would come to, and 
that they could make a charge against the estate in the same way that they 
Chargea for roads and sewers. The purchasers knew notnmg at all bout 

expense, but simply paid their money for a piece of land and got taeir 





deeds. A)l they had to do was to pay thestamp. What was asked for 
was an independent inquiry based upon the experience which had been 
gained during the last three years, He was speaking only of things 
within his own experience. He was half-a-dozen of these 
mortgagors every day. He was in touch with them and knew their 
private affairs. He might give the meeting an instance. A builder 
bought a considerable portion of land on one of his society’s estates, 
the price of the lots was £120 each, of which he took ten. This was 
£1,200 in all. The society agreed to find him funds for building his 
houses, and they advanced him upon the freehold by mortgage £500 a house, 
that was £5,000 upon the batch. When he had finished the houses he 
tried to sell the freehold itself. He could not always do that, particularly 
in anew neighbourhood, sothey were often dealt within piecemeal way. How 
was he to deal with this batch of tea houses? If he doesnot sell his houses 
he wants to sell the ground-rents, so he starts with creating leases. 
Then he comes to the society and says, ‘‘I want you to transfer the 
mortgage on the freehold interest on to the leasehold mterest.’’ Then he sells 
these ground-rents. This transaction has involved five operations. There is 
the conveyance of the freeho!d, the granting the leasehoid, the redemption 
of the tirst freehold mortgage, aud tue substitution of the leasehold mort- 
gage ; and there is the sale of the ground-reats, which will also have to be 
registered under the Act. He had, with the aid of a solicitor, got out the 
fees which would be chargeable. Un the conveyance of £1,200 the fees 
for registration would be £3 8s. with £6 6s. for tue solicitor. For the 
mortgage of £5,000 the fees would be £2and the solicitor’s costs £7 7s. 
He understood that if both freehoid and mortgage were regietered-at the 
same time half the fees were remitted on the mortgage. With regard tc 
the leases there was. a fe6 of £1 and solicitor’s costs £2 2s. ‘The 
mortgage on the leasehold, which was reduced to £3,500 because 
of the loss of the freehold security, meant fees £7 103. ana the 
solicitor’s costs £6 6s. The sale of the ground-rents, they were £9 
each, taken at twenty-five years’ purchase, came to £2,250, and 
according to the scale tne fee was £5 10s. and the solicitor’s costs would be 
£6 6s. ‘The total of all this was £54 15s ; and this was what was called 
easy and cheap registration. He called itan expensive luxury. ‘Thess 
charges were for a pussessory title. ‘They would tnink he was romancing, 
but the fee ior an absolute title was three times thisamount. That wo .ld 
be on this small transaction £162. It was tremendous! ‘hea they were 
told that when the titles worked up into absolute titles the 
office would consider these fees. What he supposed it would do 
would be to charge a treble fee and allow for what had 
been already paid. The builder in question told him that it 
was difficult enough to make both ends meet under existing circum- 
stances, and that it there were to be these additional charges there would 
be no profit left. Let them compare the procedure with that under tne 
Companies ict. Under that Act one could sell or transfer shares to the 
amount of £50 000, and the transfer fee would be half a-crowo. Under 
the Middlesex registry the fee was 7s. 6d., and no one grumbled. In 
America the business would have been doue for a dollar—there was a 
diffc:rence between that and £54. They were told that when they got the 
absolute title there would be no expense and no delay. In a weak 
moment, it must nave been, tome years ago—under the Act of 1875 —his 


‘society registered an indefeasible title of one of their estates, and they had 


repented it. They had never done it again; last of all, they ignored it, 
but every now and tnen is cropped up. There were two plots of land, 
which were sold for £75 each. ‘he purchaser had a solicitor acting for 
him who was littie bit too conscientious, perhaps, and he and the socicty 
had a very long correspondence. The society tried to meet his wishes. 
Most people were content to accept the society’s titles, but the solicitor in 
question wanted to go into all these things. The correspondence went on 
ior eleven months. 

A Voice: What has this to do with the Land Transfer Act ? 

Mr. Wiu1ams said it was the same thing. He was speaking of an 
absolute title, and if that did not satisfy a man, and there was all this 
investigation required, he did not see why the same thing should not 
happen under the Act of 1897. Then there was grumbling about the 
expense in the case to which he was referring, and the other party thought 
a portion of the expense should be returned. The solicitor wrote that 
the title having been registered, they were under an obligation to produce 
the land registry certificate. Finally, the solicitor wrote to the society send- 
ing achequ» for £1 1s. for the production of the ceritficate, but stating that 
he did so under protest and snould not charge it to his client. Talis was 
a curicus commentary on the alleged cheapness and speediness of the 
working of the Act. Ten in his opinion it opened the way to fraud, 
4 young gentleman was introduced to him recently who wanted a loan of 
£200 on a property in surrey for which he said he had given between 
£600 and £700. Me asked the young gentleman if he had the deeds with 
him—it was a common thing for psuple applying for a smatl loan to — 
the deeds in their pockets when they came for a’short advance. He 
not got them ; he realiy did not know where they were, he said, buf he 
had an absolute titlk, te (Mr. Williams) thought they might possibly 
have been retained in the registry, and telephoned to the society's solicicor, 
who replied tnat it was difficult to say as to that, because the practice was 
sometimes one thing and sometimes another. Then he asked the gentie- 
man for the Land ‘Lransfer certificate, and the gentleman had it in his 
pocket. On the first page there was his name, the absolu’e title, and tne 
description of the property. Then there was the plan and everything very 
nice. Tnen he came to something that looked very like a charge, and the 
gentleman said: ‘* Perhaps that is the £400 the solicicors provided for 
me.” ‘That was towaras the purchase of the interests, I suppose? ’’ he 
(Mr. Wiluams) asked. The gentleman said, “I suppose so.”” ** Do you 
think the solicitors have the deeds?” and the gentleman replied, “ Yes, I 
think they have, perhaps.”” They weretold that the Act would prevent 
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fraud, but that did not look likeit. In this case the solicitor had made 
the advance and had kept the deeds, and the client had come away with 
the certificate which was the title to the estate. The interview ited, 
and he (Mr. Williams) was not quite certain whether the young gentle- 
man was as innocent as he loo He was anxious to out this 
stem of registration of title, and there were many who wished it also, and 
that they had gained a little experience with regard to it they were 
the fit and proper people to take part in any inquiry with regard to it. 
they settled down to this system of registration it was their expec- 
tation that it would be like the registration of shares. The great point 
as that there should be a full and independent inquiry into the working 
the Act before it was extended all over the kingdom. 
Mr. J. B. Jzpuson seconded the motion He said he was a member of 
hich during the last sixteen years had sold property on which they 
had built or hased the land to the extent of over one million sterling. 
So strongly did they feel upon the question of ———- registration of 
that after learning that this conference was to be summoned they had 
written a letter on the 6th inst. to the Lord Chancellor, citing cases where, 
in their , it had failed, and asking his lordship to take measures 
to put an end to it. At present they had neither had an acknowledgment 
nora reply. His firm held property in London. Brighton, and Chislehuret. 
London was the registered county while Brighton and Chislehurst were not. 
Consequently the aifficulty, expense, and delay necessarily attendant upon 
registration in any form did not exist when they were dealing with 
in those two districts. The practice in London until the pass- 
ing of the Act under the old Middlesex registry was entirely different. 
The fees were nominal, not more than 7s. 6d. in any one case, and they did 
not affect the owners of or dealers in property as did the fees under the 
present Act. But since the Act had come into operation he saw that in 
one case where the registry fee would have been 7s. 6d. under the Middlesex 
registry his firm paid in London £11 10s. They had not sold that 
particular house yet, but when they did it would not be the present owners 
who would suffer. Then there were the delays of registration. In the 
Middlesex it used to be a matter of five days, but now they have 
got, their solicitors told them, a registration through in less than nine or 
ten days. But they had also had tne increased expense of arranging with 
their own surveyor to meet the officials of the Land Registry in particular 
cases, so that the boundaries of the property could be described in words 
which those two gentlemen could agree upon, although the plans on the 
deeds accurately described the situation of the property. Further, two 
copies of tne purchase deed had now to be supplied to the Land Registry. 
which was no: the case before the Act came into operation. His firm had 
not received any benefit whatever from either the Middlesex registry or the 


F yaa 


F 


kingdom. 

Mr. B. Tosrs (one of the delegates from the United Property Owners 
and Ratepayers’ Ass >ciation) said thatin the year 1897-8 the amount of the 
expenses of the Land Hegistry was £7,863 ; in 1900-1 it was £38 393, nearly 
five times as much. And it must be remembered that the experimental area 
was only part of the county of London, and that the transactions carried 
through in the three years bad been considerably less than the number of 
traneactions annually carried through in the West Riding of Yorkshire 


Mr. Joxt Emancen said he had somewhat strong views on the Land 
Trazsfer act. He claimed that his observations were entitled to some 
consideration as he was 2 solicitor of thirty-five years’ practice in the 
city of London, and had had extensive experience of conveyancing matters, 
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delays, unpleasantness, and inconvenience. He would give, first, an 
illustration of expense. This was not « suppesititious case, but came 
within bis own personal experience. A client of his died, having made a 
voluntary settlement upon his wife, children, and grandchildren of various 
teust moneys and , part of the property being in the jurisdiction 
of the Land Registry. Three trustees were appointed, A.,B,,and 0. The 
property was on the register. . trustee was desirous of retiring, and 
L. was sppointed Therefore it became that the pro- 
petty consisting of land should be vested in the two other trustees, A. 
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or more different pr ies in the Land Registry, the one deed with the 
10s. stamp would t. It would be necessary to have twenty 
deeds conveying each, and there would have to be separate registrations 
of each, and —— fees in each case. Then there was another difficulty, 
the ad valorem duty on registration. This must be put on the value of the 
property, not upon the 10s. stamp upon the deed which would have been 
cient. He had had some trouble in persuading the officials of the 
Land Registry what the value of the land was. In ordinary cases if the 
land had been sold some years ago he should have had to employ a 
surveyor to value the whole of the property and pay his fees before he 
could take it to the Land Registry to have the ad valorem fees settled. 
There was the whole of the se of the new conveyance, the new 
a fees, the surveyor’s fees, added to the expense of registration. 
hat advantage could that possibly be to anyone, whilst it was a great 
expense to the trust estate. Then as to the dreadful delays. A client of 
his bought property in the Harrow-road. it was the remainder of a long 
lease. There used to be small houses with gardens on it, but now the 
gardens had gone. The old property had been taken down and shops and 
houses had been built, and the front gardens had been turned into part of 
the pavement. There was some difference between the plan on the lease 
and the description. He was for three months going backward and 
forward to the registry day after day about the plan to be inserted on the 
land certificate, the difficulty being whether this plot of land, two or three 
feet wide. formerly a garden, was included in the lease or not. The 
officials differed, and he had to go about twenty times to the Land Registry 
until he cursed the Land Registry and the officials, and he should have 
cursed the Lord Chancellor if he had not been afraid of being indicted for 
high treason. Supposing the purchaser of that land had wanted to mort- 
gege it he could not have done so. It would have been three months 
before he could have got the money, and during that time he might 
have been ruined. It had been stated that if one had the land 
certificate as a recommendation one had only to go to a solicitor, 
and having looked at it he would advance the money. It was 
absolutely useless, because it was not a correct record of the state of 
the title. Suppose a man was a freeholder of land and he granted 
a lease for a long term of yeafs, say, at a ground-rent of £50, in considera- 
tion of the lessee pulling down and building up a large building, works, or 
houses, or shops, perhaps'at a rental of £1,000. Tho freeholder, having 
registered, would have his certificate, but it did not contain a record of 
underleases. Supposing the leases were under forty years they would not 
put them upon the land certificate. The owner of the land could take his 
land certificate and produce it as the freeholder of this land, and apparently 
in possession of property worth £1.000, while it suppressed the fact of his 
having granted an underlease at £150 a year. It opened the door for the 
purpose of committing fraud. There were various ways by which these 
frauds could be committed by these land certificates, but he did not think 
it well to give illustrations at a public meeting. But there were ways of 
doing it because the certificate did not disclose the true state of the title. 
In answer to the statement which had been made, that at the expiration of 
forty years a good title would be gained, and one would not want any deed, 
as he would have his land registry certificate. He would give an illustration. 
A client of his bought freehold land at Hampstead, and in the conveyance 
there were very restrictive covenants as to the building to be erected on the 
land with regard to the access of light and air to the surrounding ne‘gh- 
bours. In the conveyance he covenanted to observe all the restrictive 
covenants. When that was registered he had a registration of freehold 
land but the certificates said nothing whatever about the restrictive 
covenants. It was not his (Mr. Emanuel’s) place, acting on his behalf, to 
put restrictions on his certificate. The conveyance was taken in and they 
got the certificate from the Land Registry free from all objections of title. 
Suppose they went on for forty years, what would be the effect to the pur- 
chaser who from the land certificate when there were restrictive 
covenants in the title deeds as to building. Suppose he chose to put upon 
his land buildings which were objectionable to his neighbours, who 
was tostophim? He had his forty years’ title with no restrictions. There 
would be no right to restrain him. If things went through the Land 
there would never bea proper title, because the Land Registry 
would only give a legal title, which would always be subject to certain 
restrictions, They would have to have the whole of the deeds prepared as 
before and there would be the additional expense of the registry. He 
asked what benefit the public could ever get from the Land Registry when 
ed pens the expense of the office with the registrar, assistant rogistrars, 
officials and land surveyors came to £40,000 a year? In t ey 
Court there were hundreds of cases standing over which could not 
reached because there were no judges to them, and yet the Govern- 
ment were able to spend hundreds of thousands to build the Land 
Hegistry office and for carry out a scheme which would be prejudicial 
to the public, and they not afford £5,000 or £6,000 a year for the 
appointment of a few judges. He had entered a case in the Court of 
Appeal which was a matter of life or death to his client on the day before 
the meeting, and he was told by the officials that it would not be reached 
before the next twelve months. This was because the Treasury would 
not find the money for a proper number of judges whilst they lavished all 
this money u the Land Registry, which would never be of the slightest 
use to the pabiie, and would only increase the difficulties of conveyancing. 
Mr. Evwaun Woop, J.P. (secretary of the Temperance Permanent 
Building Society), said his society had between 900 and 1,000 mortgage 
transactions — 2 a larger number of mortgage transactions than 
any other in the kingdom. ‘Therefore, presumably he 
some interest in the matter. He had listened with great interest 


had 
to the remarks of Mr. Emanuel, which were essentially practical. The 
difficulty and expense connected with the appointment of new trustres was 
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a subject which should be very carefully considered by Mr, Brickdale with 
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aview at any rate to a large reduction of the fees for transactions of that 
description. With tothe methods of fraud of which Mr. Emanuel 
had spoken, he would suggest that he should hand these in to Mr. Brick- 
dale, and it might enable him to guard against such frauds. When the 
Act was passed it was —— to bring 1t into operation in the county of 
London ; and he (Mr. Wood) had very strongly opposed it on the ground 
that if the system were good it would win its own way without being made 
compulsory. Therefore, while he did not object to the system of ra- 
tion, he thought it should be permissive rather than compulsory. had 
addressed a letter to every member of the county council upon the sub- 
ject, giving the fees chargeable under the Act, which fees, he stated, and 
it had been proved that that statement was correct, would be in addition 
to the charges in connection with the conveyancing of land snd houses. 
Since the Act came into operation in the county of London his ser y ad 
had bad 3,600 mortgages through the office, and of these 748 had 
registered under the Land Transfer Act. He quite agreed with every 
speaker that at the present time the system was more costly, that it caused 
more delay, and that it involved more work than did the old system. 
That, however, arose from the circumstance that there were two systems 
running side by side. At present, in the purchase of property it was 
necessary to have the investiga'ion of title by the solicitor in the old way. 
In addition, the property had to be placed on tke register and the fees 
* paid, besides certain additional fees paid to the solicitor who carried out 
the transaction, so that at present it worked disadvantageously to the pur- 
chasers of property. The question arose whether it was possible to so 
alter arrangemen's as to do away with present objections. He was greatly 
interested in cheapening end exy editing transactions in land. At a meet- 
ing held at Cheltenham, where representatives of building societies from 
all parts of the country were present, and at which Mr. Brickdale also 
attended, a paper was read by Mr. Rubinstein in opposition to the Land 
Transfer Act and one by Mr. Outler in its favour. He (Mr. Wood) had 
made some suggestions that immediately the property was p 
upon the register with a porsessory title it should be treated as an 
absolute title. The present fess being so largely in excess of what 
was necessary to work the department, they would be sufficient to 
form an insurance fund against risks connected with the transaction. He 
did not imagine for one moment that they would make it absolute immedi- 
ately. He thought they might do it in three or possibly five years, and 
he believed that by the time the title had been on the register as a 
possessory title for three or five years the risks of fraud would have become 
so insignificant that a very small sum indeed would be sufficient to buud 
up an insurancefund. He was delighted to find that in Bills introduced 
into the House of Lords by the Lord Obancellor he provided that if a title 
had been on the register for five years it should by effluxion of time — 
into an absolute title. Assumimg that they could reach finality and they 
could get to that by the passing of time or by payment of a slight 
additional fee, then he had not the slightest hesitation in saying that the 
cost would be greatly reduced. The time occupied in carrying through 
the transaction would be considerably shortened, and the labour would be 
considerably diminished. After all, their object was to secure the cheapest 
cost and the least troublesome method. Mr. Brickdale had attended 
the conference he had spoken of, and be made a statement—a very guarded. 
one, as a gentleman occupying his position was bound todo. Since that time 
Mr. Brickdale had printed a report in which he had indicated that if the 
ttle had been on the register as a possessory title for years it was for 
all practical purposes as good as an absolute title, and that he was pre- 
pared to make representations to the Lord Chancellor for the purpose of 
securing that after a very short period of having been placed on the 
register a possessory title should be made into an absolute title, at com- 
paratively small cost. He (Mr. Wood) had made inquiries at the Land 
Registry for the purpose of ascertaining if anything had been done in 
consequence of that. A scheme had been framed by the registrar which 
was under the consideration of the Lord Chancellor at the present moment, 
he was informed, and that in all probability the decision of the Lord 
Chancellor would be arrived at before the end of the present year. 

A Voice : Does the Lord Chancellor know anything about convey- 
aucing ? 

Mr. Woop said that whether he knew anything about it or not, he was 
the supreme authority in the matter, and that was the essential point at 
the present time. If the scheme formulated by Mr. Brickdale, and which 
was under the consideration of the Lord Ohancellor, was adopted, he had 
not the slightest doubt whatever that dealings in the future would be very 
much cheaper that in the past. 

A Voice: What is the scheme? 

Mr. Woop said there was a scheme and the details of that scheme would 
very probably be published in less than two months. He had told them 
that he had been or to the Act. le was entirely ype to the 
system as it was working now. He had told Mr. Brickdale that unless the 
scheme was modified he would oppose him at every turn. Only recently 
when it was before the county council for Northampton he had written a 
letter which was read during debate in which he had ssid that while the 
system was worked as at present he should have no scruple if he were a 
member of a county council in voting against ite extension to that county. 
He believed that the system could be so modified as to make it a cheap and 
expeditious and simple method of conveying land and property, and for 
that reason he should vote against the resolution He moved as an amend- 
ment that the consideration of the resolution be postponed for a period of 

six months, (Oh!) 

Mr. 0. G. Curten (West London Permanent Building Soo seconded 
the amendment. He said that they ought all to Mr, Brickdale's 
teport to the Lord Chancellor. It was a Blue-book therefore e 


the matter. He quoted from it to the effect tha 


laced | and its predecessors (the Vestry of K 


great public im ce of doing 
eiatettion of absolute titles, it was 
certain conditions were complied with an absolute title might be granted 
calioany contllions ecegietes to Ganat Uae puoi: ponent aie 
conditions com: en 

registered fortwo years, and some others. Then in h 156 Mr. 
Brickdale said that the fees for this act of investigation should be con- 
siderably less than the fees 
every essential \. 
present who a the 
was discussed during the 
lawyers on that commit! Lord Justice Cozens- a 
and of course the Attorney-General, and he had 


. 
S 
z 
| 
: 
f 
: 
. 


during the whole progress 
tion with the Incorporated Law Society, which represented the whole 
body of solicitors, so much so that amendments which had 

by others and by the Attorney-General, and printed in his name, 
were afterwards not moved becaure it was said 

the compact with the Law Society. The Law Scciety also nominated a 
member of the Rule Committee, and he was surprised, seeing that 
solicitors had so largely to do with the making of the Act, that they went 
behind what was done for them by their representative body. (Oh!) If 
it was a bad Act the solicitors were largely responsible for it. 
(Laughter. ) 

Mr. Merriman said that if a mau squatted upon a piece of land for two 
years, the owner being abroad or non compos mentis, he could make a false 
declaration and get a certificate. 

Mr. W. Cuampers Leerte (Town Olerk of Kensington) said that his council 
) had considered the opera- 
tions of the Act from 1897, not so much from the view the legal profession 
would take, but rather from the public point of view, and they had not 
caged. athe Bilt t it eae Hi by don hictle » aaa 

to the Bill from its e a le surp at 
oe. yee ny ie mover of the yn ae ee 9 at. Gaaty & 
ought speech a very strong one in favour of tne resolation, 
it had come upon him asa surprise when he had moved an amendment 
that there should be delay. The time had arrived when 


4 
f 
i 
2 
g 
§ 
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must be cheapened. request 
Law and City Courts Bene Mace = A forward, that there should 
be a full and complete inquiry, and as representing his council they most 
cordially supported the city in their efforts in this direction. 

Mr. Tuomas Raw te (representing the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society) said that Mr. Cutler had not quite understood the course the 
Incorporated Law Society had taken when he said they had been parties 
to an understanding that went behind the backs of the profession. Speak- 
ing with more knowledge of what took piace. he (Mr. Rawle) ventured to 
say that he was entirely mistaken. Council had withdrawn their 
objection to passing the whole Bill as it stood, and what they had understood 
was that the Bill was to be essentially a temporary and tentative measure. 
There bell ben: Ghonetins Ont Sees Saoe ot Ss Seer. < © 
quarter of a century upon the question, and it been suggested that it 
should be tried. ‘That was the line the Zimes had taken up. Without 
saying whether it was right or wrong, they said ‘‘ Let us try it and see 
what it is like.”” Three 


of every 

occasions. It was very difficult for 

because it was always said th 

selves and their profession. It was + mistake, 

had been no such law reformers a3 the 
to 


; 
E 


= Se 
was e e 
an. "Real most beneficial legislation, such Ay \ Conveyancing 


Act and the utd Lente Ot, Se Lord Cairns, had their 
support, and they had revolu the law and made a most effective 
bor fietinms gf yt = - part yee and the profession had beea 
was , the tors A 

welling since 1881 on a very moderate—he did not think sufficient—ecale 
of remuneration, but they were ready to accept the scale. The thing was 
to get the public to understand the real point of issue. bey Ever fo 
made to understand tnat there was an increase of expense and and no 
greater security than before. The Bill did not cheapen transac.ions, 
these reasons the Council of the Incorporated Law Sooiety had 
opposed the Act and opposed the registration of title. At the 


president, a resolution was passed unanimously that the time had arrived 
when there t to be a free and independent inquiry as to the of 
the Act. resolution was brought up in the *s hall in 


and it was Confirmed. The resolutions were seat to the Lord Chancelior and 





could get it, Anyone who had not read it was not informed on 
ty ha regard to the | 
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ing was going on all right. The Act worked splendidly, and they 
were e8 their salaries, and what could be more delightful ? 

The amendment was negatived by a large majority, only four votes 
being given in its favour. 

The resolution was then unanimously adopted. 

Mr. B. F. Hawxstzy moved: “That this meeting deprecates the 
introduction of the system into the city of London, in view of the under- 
taking given that the Act should not be so applied, except with the 
previous consent of the city; and is of opinion that the efforts of the 
corporation to secure a revocation of the order should be continued.”” He 
said that the action wrich had been taken amounted to something very 
nearly like a breach of faith on the of the Lord Chancellor. If that 
was so he could not doubt that the rerolution would be readily accepted. 
‘There was power to revoke the order, and that being so, and it being a 
breach of faith, was it not obvious that it ought to be revoked ? 

Mr. Brock seconded the motion, and it was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Deputy Barrett moved, and it was carried: ‘‘That copies of the 
foregoing resolutions be forwarded to the Lord High Chancellor, the 
Prime Minister, the Lord President of the Privy Council, and such other 
authorities as may be deemed desirable.’’ 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Hexrx Hooxway, solicitor, of 1, South-parade, Bath, has been 
Ra 1896 a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hookway was admitted in 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Jous Krxc Farrow and Morr Narratr Friusr, solicitors (Farlow & 
Faller), Church-court, Olement’s-lane, London. Nov. 20. 


Hewey Mappocss and Frepexricx Joun Corson. solicitors (Maddocks & 
Colson), Walbrook. Aug. 1, Such business will be carried on in the 
future by the said Frederick John Colson, under the style or firm of 
Maddocks & Colson. [ Gazette, Nov. 28. 





General. 


His Honour Judge Masterman, sitting at the Nottingham County Court, 
was, eays the Daily Mail, asked by a solicitor, who stated thet he had 
come from Birmingham, if he might address the court without his gown. 
His honour said be did not know that h= had the power to refuse to hear 
gentleman who was properly qualified and who had signed the roll. 
As 8 matter of courtesy to the court he expected them at least to appear 
im dark clothes, and he b-lieved it was the wish of the solicitors in the 
town that they and their brethren should be in gowns. 


At the Liverpool Assizes on Monday, Mr. Justice Jelf passed sentence of 
five years’ penal cervitude upon Horace Claude Victor Bielby, aged thirty- 
seven, a Liverpool solicitor, for misappropriating and converting to his 
own use £800 entrusted to him by a client for investment. Bieloy acted 
as solicitor to the trustees of the estate of a Liverpool gentleman, and 
when the beneficiary came of age he represented that the estate was less in 
by £500 than it really was. The prisoner pleaded guilty on Satur- 
day, bis plea being that he took the money owing to financial difficulties 
caused by an action which involved him in £2,000 expenses. The 
judge said these crimes by solicitors had of late years been growing in 
numbers, and must be put a stop to. 


In a case before Mr. Baggalley at the Southwark police court this week, 

8 the Deily Graphic, Mr. Armstrong, who eppeared for the complainant, 
that Mr. Grenhut, who defended, being a country solicitor, had 

wo right to practice in London. He did not object to him in # personal 
way, but only on behalf of London wlicitors. A London solicitor paid £9 
a year for his certificate, while a country solicitor paid 46. Mr Grenhut 


& 


argued thet bie attendance in that case did not conetitute practising in | 
He received bis tnetructions in Bouth Shields, end merely came | 


to that court to represent bis client. Mr. Armstrong stated that vol. 2 of 
the Encyciop- 


win A Laws of England, p. (12, ssid that a cmntry 


that Mz. Grentut was liable to be summoned under the Solicitors Act 
authorities thought proper. Mr. Greenhut: I feel in rather « diffi- 
position. Vi my triend is going to take out « summons against me it 
hardly worth my while em I have no fear of it, but, etill, at the 
Game time—-— Mr Armstrong: I shall not take out the euommons. Mr. 
Greabat: At suy rete, I will take the risk. The case then proceeded. 


The (Mon.) Chamber of Commerce recently made an spplica- 
thon that Newport should be made 2 contre for the wamping of documents 
A having to send them up to Somerset Honse, avd Bir Joseph 
Lewrens: perwmélly wagporteA +t 


reps 


oat senwns for net acoeting to the wpplication, the chief reason 
: weart As cmmeanal centres than Bewport are at present 
Wiest the facilities referred to. He aleo 


that the number of 


‘Was not entitled to practice in town. Mr. Baggallay ssid that he | 
had not beard © ficient argument to decide whether coming up to London | 
under those circametarce: was practising in London, and he would only | 


p request. Mr. Hayes Visher wrote | 


documents sent up from Newport did not warrant the establishment of a 
stamping office there. In reply to those objections, Sir Joseph Lawrence 
has written a letter. in which, after urging certain local considerations 
which he contended strengthened Newport’s claim, he said: ‘*I cannot 
and never will understand, any more than the bulk of the members of the 
House of Commons do, this chronic mability of the permanent officials in 
our Government departments to see that it is a good thing to create 
facilities for trade. The argument that appears to to them to be conclusive 
—namely, that the conceding of the privilege to Newport would lead to 
demands from other places—bas no terrors for me or any man of pro- 
gressive business ideas. What does it matter if you are asked to open 
half-a-dozen offices ? Concede the demand to all, and if you find at the end 
of a term that they do not pay, do as otxer business men do—close those 
branches which are unremunerative. The population of the country is 
constantly growing; and on the principle that facilities increase trade, 
you may, if you grant those facilities, wake up to find yourself agreeably 
disappointed.”” The Newport Chamber of Commerce have warmly 
endorsed the views expressed in Sir Joseph Lawrence’s letter, and they 
hope that it will lead other commercial centres which are at present 
without stamping facilities to take steps to obtain them. 


The report of the Select Committe on Private Business in Parliament, 
which has just been issued, recommends, among other things, that the peti- 
tion for leave to introduce a Bill in the House of Commons should be die- 
continued ; that the chairman of Ways and Means and chairman of Oom- 
mittees in the House of Lords or their counsel should determine in which 
House the respective Bills should be first considered; that the First 
Reading of private Bills in the House of Commons should bs dispensed 
with, and that Bills should be deemed to have been read a first time on 

sing the examiners or Standing Committee ; that as soon as possible 
after the date fixed for the deposit of petitions against Bills all opposed 
Bills should be grouped, and the order in which groups should be taken 
fixed with a view to facilitate the work of the Government departments, 
and that the Local Government Board should make its report on private 
Bills at an eariier date than hitherto; that the Court of Referees 
should be reconstructed: that the Committee of Seleciion should take 
steps to see that all members who are available should be summoned in due 
turn to serve on committees; that steps should be taken to secure more 
uniformity in decision of committees on opposed Bills than is possible at 
present; that a careful and thorough examination of unopposed Bills is 
required in the public interest as such Bills often contain large and far- 
reaching powers which it may be contrary to public advantage to grant, 
although it may not happen to be the interest ot any individual to oppose 
them. The committee further recommend that the deputy chairman 
should be a salaried official of the House, and should be made responsible 
in the absence of the chairman, for all private business both in and out of 
the House (except so far as it may be dealt with by opposed Bill 
committees), and that a panel of four members should ba appointed by the 
Committee of Selection to assist the chairman or deputy-chairman with 
the committees on unopposed private Bills. Any points in these Bills 
which effect the pubdlic interest or which would create new precedents, 
and which are not specially reported on by a Government department, 
a brought to the attention of the Committee by the Speaker's 
counsel. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Bora oy Recistzars 1s ATTENDANOE OF 











Date. Emezezcescy Aprzau Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No, 2. Kexewics. Braye. 
Monday, Dee...,..1..0+0 8 Mr. Carrington Mr. King Mr. R. Leach Mr. Pemberton 
TwenGas  cccccesee csc0ee 4 Beal Farmer Godfrev Jackson 
Wednesday. 10 Jackson King R. Leach Pemberton 
THUrsday .....cc0ceceeeeces Pemberton Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
i ES 12 R. Leach King R. Leach Pemberton 
Saturday ..... 18 Godfrey Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Faswe.. Buckuey. Jovox, Swinven Eapy. 
.. 8 Mr. Greswell Mr. W. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Church 
oo ® Church Carrington Greswell 
10 Greswell W. Leach Beal Theed 
ool Church Theed Carrington W. Leach 
RRO « ccnanssveceoaiesens 12 Greswell W. Leach al Farmer 
Seturday 13 Church Theed Carrington King 








ry 
. ) 
Ihe Property Mart. 
Results of Sales. 2 
At Mewara, H. B. Powrun & Cuauvinny’s Avetion. atthe Mart E.0., on Wednendvy last, 
the semi Aetached Leasehold Revidcace, No, 41, Oakhill-road, Patney, realized the sun of 
410, bat the shop, No, 174, Mrand, failed to find a bidder, 


Revensions, &e, 


The satne firm helA their usual Vortnightl+ Sale (No. 72%) of the above Tateresta at the 
Mart, EC,, +m Thursday inet, when the foilowing | rte were sold at the prices named 
LEV ERAIONS: t 
Abachute t £1,000; liven Ti and 74 .. ’ one oe . Bold #10 
To one-hall of £474 46 44, ; life 0 ,,, oba ‘a ‘ ove én » a 


| To one-fourth of £56 000; various lives 810 


Absolute to Bristol Freehold. producing £40 per annum; life d2 |. 1u6 
KEVERSION ALY LIVE INTHREAT in One-third of £268 10s. BA, per C( 
annum; lives Wanddi .,, “ “(Oe oe hee wo «o & 
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Winding-up Notices. Creditors’ Notices. 


London Gazette, Fura, Nov 28 Under Estates in Chancery. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. Sees Wa to 

London Gazette.—Fuipay, Nov. 28, 

Borrox, Brine, & Reav, Luntep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to send | aoe Oe Laat Farmer Jan 1 Sweet vy Pendray, 
their names and address s ana the particulars of their debts and claims, to Robert James 7 
Ward, 2, Clement's ion, Strand, Ward & Co, Gracechurch st sulura for liquidator London Gazette. -Turspay, Dee, 2. 

Cuarxe & Marsnact, Limrrep—Cred tors are required, on or b-fore fan 1, to send their | Bgynett, Tuomas Gitt, Market Overton, Rutland, Merchant = oa . Spalding, 


Luouitep 1s CHanorry. 


names and addr-ssee, and the particulars of their debts or c'sims, to Henry Escritt, High | and Bost» Banking Co v Bennett, Buckiey, J Adem, Oaxham, 

st, Grautham. Thomson & Sons Granth+m, : olors for liquidator | Row ayps, Wituiam. Glanydon, Menai Bridge, , Builder Jan5 Jones v Owen, 
Crosses & Dewssuky, Limrrep—Creditors are "required, on or before Jan 9, to send their | tegistrar Liverpool ‘leaver, 26, Norta Jobn st, 

nam+s and adors-es, and the particulars of their debts or claims to Frederick Cooper, | Urroy. Hoo Exizapera Farpenica, 554. Siosmeeq Jané v Coe, Swiufen Eady, 

12, B wwkers row, Boiton. Sale & Co Manchester, eolors for hquidator J Desnes 14, tart st, Bicomad 


jury 
Woak, James, King+ton uvon Gull, Grocer Dee 31 Tate vy Work Farwall, J Austr, 


G. H. Brownz, Lunrep (1x Votcentary Liquripatios)— ‘recitors are required. on or 
Bowiatley ln, Kiogston upoa "aul 


before Jan 10, to send their names and addresses, «nd the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr George Thomas Hoekias, 143, Cannon st. Davidson & Morrisa, Quen | 
Victoria st s>lors for liquidator | 
Jersey Herp Burrer anp Datay Co, Liuirep —Oreditors are required. on or before 


Under 22 & 23 "23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Jan 1, to send their names and addressee ani the particu'ars of their debts or claims, to 
Horace Davies, 3, Widcombe crescent, Bath. Humphreys & Co, Halifax, solors for | Last Dax or Cram. 
liquidator | London Gazette.—Fuivay, Nov. 23. 


Lockxyer'’s Private Hore: Co Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to | Anustnona, ExizaneTao Manx, North Shields Jan 10 Brown & Holliday, North 
seud their na wes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick | Snielis 

Gimb! ett, 4, Danesian strand | Baxrer. Taomas, Richmond Dec 31 Reed & Wayman, Downham Market, Norfolk 
Meratuine Pootocrarsy. Limirep -Cred tors are required, on or before Dec 81, to send | Beacu. Tnomas Wit.iaM, Brentford, Jam Manufactarer Jan 1 Robinson, Hounsiow 

their names and add:esses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to £. N. B. | Beavmontr, Wittiam Hanoversq Feb1¢é Woods & Son. W: 

Donisthorpe, Swan House, Copthall av. Donisthoroe, Copthail av, solor | Bevurncer, ALraep. Lower Vlaptonrd Dee 20 Yvung . =~ gS oe - § 
PeckHaM Mitiixe Co, Limirep — ‘reditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to send their | Bexsaurv. Evan, Malden rd, K~ntish Towa, Cowkeeper Jan 8 Seen Eee 

names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or ciaims, to Alfred Ernest Lake, | Benay, Hexry THomas, Pembridge villas, Bayswater Dec3i Y. —— Mat ln 


127, Pomeroy st, New Cross Bickers, THomas Lixtey, Tadcaster, oe Solicitor Jan 1 
Siuptex Tyre AND Rake Co, Limrrsp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 29, to | Tad «ster 
send their pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Heaory | Berpp ww, Henry Musenave, Worcester Chapmin & Co, Manchester 
Gunter, 17. Old Bro-d st | Bursetr. Cuasies WILLIAM, a ae _ Givucester Gat: Dec 31 Holger, 
Tom cRowN & Co, Limrrep—Petn fcr wisdiog up, presented Nov 17, directed to be heard | Copthatiav 
atthe Assize Court, Darbam. Dec 16. Hardy. Aloert 1d, Middlesborough, solor for | Burroverss, Ranpact Ets, Nerwich Jan l .< Norwich 
petners, N tice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in | CHawser, JouN Witcox, Sowhuall, Warwick, veller Dec 31 Edge & Ellison, 
the afternoo. of Dec 15 pie ——) ir g' A Werts, Butcher Dre 28 Worthum & On, Royton, Baste 
Ty . » 2, RK, JOHN way, catcher ortham 
toute Conthe= Seman, Baek | CocksoRy Hoop, Kev Jonx SHarLanp Exuiorr, Kirby Fieetham, Yorks Dec 31 Gray 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. & Dodsworth York 
| Conss, ‘Caen Wii, South Norwood Des 31 Young & Sons, Mark 
Limirep i Cnanorey. Fowss, Joss Farp«rick, Wiog House, nr Oaknam. Butaad Dec 20 Hughes & Brows, 


Avrrep Iyman & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or befure Dre 81, to send Frayxs Seat wrerthing Jan 15 Carnell & Son, Sevencaks 

parciculars of their debte or claims to Erneas F. Piers m, 17, Hertford st, ay J Faexce, Farpsricr Gronce, Great Queen st, Commercial Clerk Dee2) Do Win- 
Axsperson, Barpine. & Co, Limrrep— Treditors are required, oa or before Dec 22, to send chester ee 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deb.s orclaims, to John Grimes, | Garsrpe, Wriu1am Staly bridge, Lancs 

3t, King 3. South Shields. Tiad/e, South Shields, solor for liquidator | Gaay, Euizaperu Save, Wimbledon oe 15 “Lovell Go. Grays inn 








Gop Fie.ps or Mysore, Limirep (IN LiquipatTion)—creditors are required, on or | bank) Go cny'sian sa 
before Jan 5, to send'their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or | | ae, Wena lg A S oe Vietuslier Jani Voss, 
pear ) Meroe Frederick Gariand, 6, Queen st pl. Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av, | Bethnal Greea rd 
solors for liquidator Machine Broker botham & Sons, 
Graxce Roap Tawyixe Co, aoa Penns 7 are required, on or before Jan 13, to | ——_ sonny So oe Tamgotham & soa ° name 
ere reed and ——— etna + = a Bn ppd a eb —— See A harles Joy as, Rosia, Felixstowe Jan 10 Davis, 
ackett Mitchell. 22, rds verpoo; erwater, Liverpoo! quidator Radnor, Coal aout Careless, 
Hatv’s Stamrine Co, Limrep (tv VotuyTary gery BR yp | | Sonne, Somme, © Llardcindod wes . Dem BP&al 
or before Dec 31, to send their nemes and addresses, and their debts | Innkeeper ies Denbigh 
ean, to Mr Ernest Winn, 33, Water'oo st, Birmingham. P Huggins, Birminghan, [mg gt emaaq Bt ee es - 6 Thompson, Whit:haven 
soior ee A Deatist 
Joyce & Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 29, directed to be heard Dec | eS ee Biackemith Dec 18 rT samh, Galiniam 
19, at 10, Harvey & Clarke, Selborne bidgs, Miustone In, Leicester, solors for petners, | Tr oyp, fromas, Oxford st, Draper Dee 8L Burch & Co. 
whose London agents are Kingsford & Vo, 23. Nesex st. Strand. Notice of sopearing | Mastow, @uoace Surrey, Builder Jan5 Senior Sparbank, Richmond 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 18 Mowers, Isapetta Mavp, ay 19 Lewis & James, Narberth 
Naviovat Constavotion Co, Linrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 4, to send | Orreynneit, Jacop Pattie, N Butts, Baker Dee 24 Gibson & Co, Lincoln's ina 
their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Edward 8 | pynraipor, Jone Crewe bes 3 in tH, 2, 
keid, 3, Oxford ct, Cannon st. Renshaw & Oo, solors to liquidator | Ponrer axx, Sunderland Dee 18 .~ a, Sunderland 
Unstunrep 1x Caaycery, | Prick, Bpwrx Fortsscus, Old Calabar, Southern Nigeria, Africa Jan 1 Lowiless & Co, 
Roseer Hewry Riney (rraving unpsn THe Name or Wittiaw Biter), Turkey Laxe | p, a —- Sted Li Q Victeal! 
Works, Mancuester—Oreditors are required, on or before Jan 8, to send their names we pag ag st Newington, Dec 
avd addresses, and particulars of their claims, to F 8 Marsh, 8, Bowker’s row, Boiton. | Ravuenr, Jouy rake — Beuaen Dec 24 Maskell, Chelmsford 
Fullagar & Hulton, Bolton, solors | Rossrtsox, Estusr, Berwick upon Tweed Jan 3 Sanderson & Weatherhead, Berwick 
upon Tweed 
| Ross, Marcaret Henpersox, Richmond hill Jan 1 laste h Gent Gee yo Petny hill 
| Gnevteum, Eorra Linas MAva, Cardiff Dee 31 


For Txroat Irrrration anp Covcn ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ | Simwows, Sanam Axx, “ands Staffs Jané avin, Bicmingham 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable i Branrono, James Ronussoy, Ki ag Yan Austin, Hall 

Tatsor, Jouyx, Salticy, 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only | Tavion, ee be Rae. Moseley, King’s zen 8 w. 7?— Jen 1 





in labelled tins, price 7}d, and 1s. 1jd. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- Westwood, 

pathic Chemists, London.—{Apvr. | Tayvor, 8anan, Burst, or Ashton under Lyne Jan1 Hewitt. Ashton under Lyne 
Tromrsox, Jauas Wrutian, Felton, Merchant Tailor, or Axx Twoxrsoxs Jaa l Douglas, 

Be enyeo To Inrenpine Hovse Purcuassrs AND Lxssaxs.—Before | ~ — = Bes 5 * 

chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable . menos, S Aas See Liverpool , Fans amen Liverpool 

have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and Pay re Jan 10 & Eyre 


Reported upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engineering Co. (H. | en 8Q 
’ a Ww » AY Barro’ 
Carter, O.E., Manager), 65, Victoria street, Westminster. Established | Wisox. Axvazw, Barrow im Purses Deo 3), Thomgecn & Hedgesn, Kendal 


97 yours. Telegrams: Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- | w tes 
minster. ~{antet | SGesmee’ Jossrn wo sate Bt ies 











Boyrs Wuaagen, Cab Proprietor Soar- | Bui James, Blackburn, Herbalist Blackburn Pet 
bore Pot Nov 24 “rae * Nor 


° | 
Bankr SCs. ugh v 24 Nov 23. Ord Now 28 
uptcy Noticey Camprin, Warren, Worsle ey sani, Architest Mas- | Euwrius Ly a@uarat, Rhyl, Filet, Grocer Dudley 
a N Cheater Pet Nov Ord Nov Pet & Ord Nov 2 
asotte. Friday, Nov, 28 | Cuanp, James Rionarn, uke Newington, Pate | Basxix, ie Ansaxy, Beawmont ter, Weet Kensington 
RRCKIVING ORDERS. | oo Be Ser pt ud ou be Se, Pet Aug 2) Und Now 25 
K, akt Artava, Chippingham, Wilt fitter | Bra BNAY pe Sa Saree, Bute, Se 
Auvixn, Joun, Lutterworth, Latesten, Blacksmith | Hath Nov 85 Ord Nov 25 " Derby Pet Nor 12 Ord N 
Letoenter Pot Nov 25 Ord Nov | Cormack James Ovavrn, ‘a 2 Crouch Bnd, Builders’ Foorraw —_ Leeds Leede Pet Nor Ord Nor 3 
Axpaews, Tromas, aberaman, y+ A dl Colliery Hubler Merebant High Oourt 481 Ord Nov 35  @arear, Jou Chester, Coal Dear 
Aberdare Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 Omari Groner Srirsox, Peckham, Timber Merchant | Manchester Re Ner Ord » 
Arxinson, Freoxnick, Soarborou; - Labourer Boar- Court Pet Novas Ord Nov 98 Hawwoxa, Wares, Park Ye Bal Bowler High 
an" Bo, Mev 1 nd Lg? ae | oorene remem, ire, Sete on Tose Onl Court Pet Now 33 Ord vo 
04R, Banbury, Wa aker Banbw Assletint Roller on Tees 
pinay ES ry ry ons ton Nev Hanan, srerane, Saas Mon, Builder Newport, Mon 


Bannarr, Wittiam Anruun, Allerton Bewater, Yorks, “i hn j 
Re, yore, Ame he water, orks, | Davina, —_*- euat puiwe F Benge, Recntahout | weave, te | Jeweller Levis It 





Bincu, Atexanpen Leaaiva, Mesbeaee Berkhs Dur ——* Sow » Peacivat, Redland, Bristal, | Ndoctra, Watreangen ‘Trader 

Bonet tty, Aylesbury Pot Nov 4 Ord Nov 25 ale mi Batate 4 t Brat Pet Nov Ont Nov #5 aa wou boar New ss 
f murieren, Leeds Leod R 

mee ne La ee ee Ee tae 
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@ouues, Antuve, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford Pet Nov 19 
Ord Nov 24 


JEBSON = Frevp, York, Grocer York Pet Nov 25 


Ord Nov 
Lzwis, Watrsr, Droitwich, Ly ry Cab Proprietor 
Ma - Tuomas q ~Ay~ ~n4 roll, Commercial 

CKBY, 

weller K Hull, Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
eee Begs oes er 
lov 

ee, eetae, Bolton, Publican Bolton Pet Nov 


May. jo ont, Millbrook, Cornwall, Licensed 
———— Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Moxzzs, J South Shields Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
Nov 12 Nov 24 

Ngarz, ae ee :- —~ oa Bristol, “Grocer 
Nosiz. Joux, Tomas Sean, 2. Row ianp Nostt, 

Westmorland, Farmers Kendal Pet Ni 
Nov 25 


it Nov 

25 
Norroy ,AuBeet, and Bexsamix Nortor, Leeda, Tobacco- 
conists and Confectioners Leeds Pet Nov 24 Ord 


Ord Now 26 
iamteume Bewry, Torquay, Porter Exeter Pet Nov 26 
Ora Nov 26 


Pusson, I . - ~ ccc, Portsmouth Pet 
‘ov 23 
Pircurorp, ALrgep, Newport, Salop, Shopkeeper Stafford 
me 26 Ord Nov 26 
Linton, Kent, Farmer Maidstone Pet 
"Nor 98 Ord Nov 26° 


me... HM, South Shields, Cycle Manufacturer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet NovS Ord Nov 24 ‘ 
Stockbroker Norwich Pet 
ANLEY, Gzonex, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet Nov 20 
Ord Nov 20 
Sraixcrisitp, Grorcz Wiiiiam, Gt Yarmouth, Surgeon 
Dentist Gt Yarmouth Pes Nov 


24 Oras Nov 4 
Fruit 


Bexzy Watrzs, Tunsbridge 


sRRIEER, Witiiam, Liverpool, Grocer verpool Pet 
Nov13 Ord Nov 26 
Waite, W114, Islington. General Dealer High Court 
26 Ord Nov 26 
Wart, Svsaxsan, — Park,Grocer High Court Pet 
Nov2% Ord Nw 


FIEST MEETINGS. 
er os Soe, Lab urer Dec 5 at 12 


nie Pamir BEEsEeT, and Maitiaxp Wereruatt, 
Seoeped, Sumtlo Brokers Dec 8 at 12 Off Ree, 
serpool 
Booru, oo Corn Merchant Dec & at 12 
Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 

Wii, BSearborsugh, Cab Proprietor Dec 5 

at 1230 74 Newborough, Scar ee 
c6& ll 


Baowx, Jauzs Daver, Cottingham, T: 
Off Bee, Trinity House in, Hull 
Conmack, James Ducvip, Crouch End. er Merchant 


Dec 9 at 12 bidgs, C 
sz, Guozcz Siursox, Peckham, , Merchant 
Dee 9 at 11 Baozructey bldgs, Carey s 
Eo. Mazcazet Hoicate " Bradford, Coufectiouer 


GTOM, 
Dec Sat1l ff Rec, 31, menor row, Bradford 
Exexixe Hon Atzary, ter, ho Kensington 
Wee 12 a6 12 Bankruptey biégs. 
AztTsve, Bradtord, Solicitor Dec 9 at 11 Of 
Rec, 21, Manor row, Bradford 
Joxzs, Bozzet Bexsamix, Liamberis. Carnarvon, Engine 
_ Dec 6 ot 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


Lewis, Wate, ‘Droitw' Worcester. Cab Proprietor 
Dee 6 at 11 Poa minim Worce ter 
Loxc, Mazrix, ———- Clerk Dee 6 at 11.20 74, 
Marure, Feevszw«, Boltoo, Publican Dee 8 at 3 19, 
Bolton 


Mareove, Be ee Fo Se Dec 5 at 8 
gg gy pane, SS 6 See 


Oxzunop, Sexzr Chester, 
Theateiend "Dee ry at 12 Bee, 36, Vie- 
Onx, Hees area, Grasstoents 4 pies Mer- 
cham Dee 6 at Testend. Noriolk Pe 
Pack, Baxvas Aureno, Insend a Ag Dad Dee 6 at 
Off Bec s, King st, Norwich 
Seatn Tames hes a Dee li at 


Peeeruex, Hex: M1 at 1015 Of 
Bee. ¥, 

Pussow, Paso rt, Bat Line, Han Dec6at4 Off 

Pee Dee awr, tay Dee 6 at 

Bicuszotox, Wissen Hewey Sriwoop, Cardiff, Grocer 


DecSati2 Off Bec. 117. 8t Mary st, 
Boorse, (useies 


9%, Teanghe chuibes, Tomple sv 


Cardiff 
Fdbam, er Dee 9 at 12 





Suerte, Caartes Henny. Eddington Hearne, K 
Builder Dec 6 at 11 ates ers 
Swixpag, an ae om 
Tay1or, ona rd, 1. Fitter Dec 5 
T. at li Off Reo, 117, Bt Mary o, Curd saa 
’ AROLD Magtyy, Billingsh 
——— and Author Dec 11 at 230 Ge Hee 
ponition bides: Brigh ton 
WakeriEtp, W, oe Pountney In Dec8ati12 Bavk- 


Wavtt, Seessan, Hanes Lesh, Reet, Gesu Dec 10 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wit1ams, Toomas oa apg ga te Builder 
‘a noth Hdrraraty for that published in 
ice ‘or 
the London Gazette of Nov 21: 
Gatiacuer, Peres, and Josera Gatiacues, St Helen’s, 
Lancs, Grocers “Dec lat 2.90 Off Rec, 85, Victoria st, 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
D am en Gazette of Nov Opals es 
Ty ENRY WILLIAMSON, io Dealer 
— . - ; 


Off Rec, 
‘AD SIGATIONS. 
Le eee Blacksmith Leices- 
Nov % Ord 


Axprews, THoMAs, ‘sboweme, , SR Colliery Haulier 
Aberdare Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Asn, Atrrep, Chichester rd, Westbourne sq High Court 
Pet Oct 8 O:d Nov 24 
FREDERICK. Labourer Scar- 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 
Baxes, Pumir Hesseet, and Maitiawp WETENHALL. 
Liv lL. Steam: Brokers Liverpool 


Ord Nov 22 ~~ 


Amp.ep, JouN, 
ter Pet 


ATKINSON, 
borough 


Banratr, Witu1am Arraun, Allerton Bywater, Baker 
Wakefield Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2% 

BarrTram, WILtiaM, jun, Weston, Staffs, Grocer Stafford 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 19 


Boppy, CHARLES, hton, Chester, Builder Chester 

Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 26 

aoe, br Tempieton, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 26 

Borges, WIttiam, Goud om, Cab en geren Scar- 
borough Pet Nov 24 9g 


Burtox, (HABLES Epuunp, Cowes, I of Refreshment 
—_-s Newport and Ryde Pet Oct 24 Ord 
v 


Campzty, Waites, Worsley, Lancs, Architect Manchester 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 25 

Cotvitte, Grorcz, Mincing In, Merchant High Court 

Pet Oct 3 Ord Nov $2 

Coox, Stewart Antsus, Chippenham, Wilts, Tailor Bath 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Cox, ALrrgep CHuartzs, Cakemoor, Worcester, Brewer 
Stourbridge Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 26 

Curien, Eeneaim, jun, Stockton on Tees, Avsistant Roller 

s Leos ame Pet sy f 25 "Ord Nov Nov , ae 

avies, Witt1am Hewry, Bar! + 

Proprietor Chelmsford Pet Nev an Of Ord Nov 22 

Eo.urxcTox, WARGARET Ley cae Confectioner 
Bradford Pet Nov 24 O:d Nov 24 

Ex.isox, James, burn, Blacbburn Pet 
ty | Ord Nov 25 Bhyl, 

E.we.., Epwis avsext, Rhyl, Flint,Grocer Dudley Pet 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

FaRMee, ‘/_—7y — ms oe, Vetesineny Surgeon High 

‘ov 24 
———, —, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 25 O1d Nov 25 
ower Jaxe Evizasers, Cambridge rd, Innkeeper h 

Court Pet Aug 26 Ord Nov 21 “~ 

Gatiey, Jonx, Hale, Altrincham. Chester, Ooal Dealer 

Manchester Pet Nov 25 ont Nov 25 

es Sam, Butcher High 


Hazzis, Sreruex, Pon Mon, Builder Newport, 
Mon B ag et Nov ¥ wakes 

Hieerss, Wii114m Joszrn, verhampton, Tim! 
ehant Wolverbampton Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Hitcucock, ~~ Higham, pr Alfreton, Derby, Labourer 
Derby Pet Sov 24 Ord Nov 24 

ones. = Sansa, Si Flint, Saddler Bangor Pet 


Ord 

— sy Winn Lad 110: Deipcimscnablapin stig 

pm Apert Fievp, York, Grocer York Pet Nov 26 
Ord Nov 25 

Lzvise, Hzranp, Deemark st. Soho, Fine Art Publisher 

High Court Pet Oct9 Ord Nov 26 


uae. Cab Beepeicter 


Hammowp, Warren, Park rd 
Court Pet Nov25 Ord "Nov 


Lewis, Waurzr, Worcest 
ne Pet Nov 26 pnd 
czy, Taomas, Kiogston Commercial Tray- 
eller Kingston upon 2m upon Hal, Ord Nov 25 
Magsna.t, Soom, ate General Carter Norwich 

Pet Nov % Ord Nov 
Mature Toman, Bolten, Publican Bolton Pet Nov 
2“ 


Ord Mov 
May, Bicuazp Visem,. Millbrook, Cornwall, 
- hy al ig tn Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 24 
ILS, GEORGE lesey, Kingston, Surrey 
were ee Ord Nov 25 
Zz, HABLES ILLIA Bristol Grocer 
"AGristol Pes Nov 24 Ord Nov a0” : 


Noritz, Joux, Noviz Ron La anf Bowiaxp Nosxz. 
Be Westmorland, Farmers Kendal Pet Nov 
2 Ord Nov 2% 


Norrox, Arezet, and Bexsamix Nonrtoy, Leeds, 
pearceentet and Confectioners Leeds Pet Nov 24 


Onmat, Poems. te Leicester, Carpenter Leicester Pet Nov 

Passrasy, Barer, Torquay, Porter Exeter Pet Nov 26 

Piuszow, Fasp Law, aos Tis, Hante Portemou'h 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 

Rocames, Wasa Bollington, Chester, Builder Maccles- 


Bows, ie Wace, 3 oar P nig Purmer Maidstone Pet 





Coren, W. my saa New Windsor, Berks, Carver 


Pet Nov 20 — 
very Gzorcz, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet Nov 20 


ra. Nov 20 


*BreincriztD, Gzorce Witi1am, Gt Yarmouth, 
tist Gt 


Yarmouth Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 24 
Henzsy Watrer, Tunbridge Wells. Fruit 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 


murat, 8 
Fet Nor 96 Ord Nov 35 eine 
General Dealer High Court 


‘nyTE, Susawnau, Manor Park, Hesex, Grocer High Court 
Pot Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
Gazette of ~~ ° 


Summens, 
M 


London 
Scott, Jonw Txomas, Durham, Grocer 
Durham PetAug265 Ord 2° 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London —¥q ~ of Nov 11: 
Uzzett, Harvey, Bed Hotel Proprietor 
Brighton Pet Oct 17 Nov7 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Dec 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bauer, Gzorcz Max, Pinhoe, Devon, Farmer Exeter 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
a Harry Bn ge Doncaster, Painter Sheffield Pet 
ov 
Boysen, cabame Epwakp, Tower hill, Grocer High Court 
Pet Aug 28 Ord Oct 10 
Borp, Wi1114m Brown, Pestington, Joiner Stockton on 
Tees Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 
Covet, Ropsert Srerusy, 
Canterbury Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 
Dez Bayziz, wy 4 Tuomas, Ball’s Pond rd, _aneeen 
Director High Court Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 
Dowrorp, Frank, upon Hull, Commision Agent 
upon Hi gg 4 ht 
Everzst, Witiiam. High otn Fish” Merchant 
Aylesbury Pet Nov 27 Nov 27 
FirzGrorez, Grores Wittiam Apo.rnus, King st, Port- 
man ote h Court Pet Nov 10 Ord 
‘ov 
Foes, Faepericx SrePHeEn, Cricklewood ter, Cricklewood, 
Horse Dealer High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 28 
Gray, Wittiam Epear, New Broad st, Oompany Promoter 
Hi Court Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov'28 et 
Gazaves, Joun otmes, Harringay, Architect 
an Ome MOV 38 ” gee 
ENFIELD, Rosegr, jun, Leamington arwick, 
urseryman Warwick Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 28 
Gzzia, e-r> Husert, HM Prison, Lewes High 
gg ~~ line's Eo Norfolk, Jeweller 
Hamson, Jonn WELLS, 's 0 ewe 
King’s Lynn Pet Nov 29 em § e 
Hotianp, Witt1am Henry, Lower Broughton, Salford, 
Cove Wire Tinner ' Salford Pet Nov 28 Ord 
‘ov 
Jacoss, Bertiz Aureep, Gutter In, Trimming Merchant 
Sigh Court Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 28 
Kuwenr.ey, Jouy, Perry Barr, =; Fruit Dealer Birm- 
ingbham Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 
Lonestarr, _e Pasbeshe | : Pembroke Dock, 


Mote St Rea Pet Nov 27 er Nov 27 

oCuLua, Hannan, Bond Knaresborough, Innkeeper 
York Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Masox, Bicuarp, Suiru, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Oct16 Ord Nov 5 

hs eas Yorks, Grocer 

York Pet Nov 29 

— Joun APppLEsy, , Town Porter 
Nov 26 Ord —- 

— Ayn, Burnley, Grocer Burnley Pet Nov 28 


Owens, Many, and Rosgrt Witi1am Owens, Portsmouth, 
Pork Butchers Portemouth Pet Novy 28 Ord Nov 23 
Manufacturer 


Mites, Ricuarp Rosiyson, 
Noway, 
Ord 


Pearson, Freperick Grora A ad 
Cardiff Pet Nov1l Ord 


Pick, ym hp Men, Coal Carter Leicester 
ret Ni Ord Nov 29 

PispEr, ote Publican Halifax Pet Nov 28 
Ord Nov 28 


PostiLi, (4am Pickering, Yorks, Innkeeper Scar- 

h Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

ey 8 by Platt i aeltge, Wigan, Grocer Wigan 

Ricaagps, Gronaz, Widnes. Liverpool Pet Nov 27 Ord 

‘ov 

Barraey, Apa, Preston next Wingham, Kent, Miller 
Centerbury Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Sarissuey, Joszru, Barwell, a past Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 

Gametes fo sgcene, Fitzroy sq High Court Pet Aug 15 


‘ov 27 
Surcurrs, Roszrt, Rh Flint, Confectioner Bangor 
Ba tov at Ord Meee 


Tapmay, ae pany upon Hall, Tobacco- 
nist’ Kingston upon Hnli Pot n ¢ Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
High Oqurt Pet 


Taseon, 3 Frank, Clement's inn, 
Oct 29 Ord Nov 27 
Toeaes A Sasaem, Ly py Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Tuomas, Bicuanp Jgnemy, A! Draper Aberdare 

Pet Nov 28 Ord Movs 
we Warez Lewis, Mundesley, Norfolk, Land- 
Norwich a. rtd Ord Nov 49 


scape 
bele ~y Jou, eee, Leam Preston 
ov 29 Ord Nov 
Wen icin peers By Fe st, Tenge Butcher 


Court 
Witxins, Joun P Semel Geatie Merthyr 
fyafll Pet Nov ein, Gam, Ge 
Wastes, Rosest, Dyserth, Pune. Bangor Ord Nov 27 
fav a0” Ona or Yorks, Wheelwright 


Wosseoce, Tpouss 
Gt Grimsby Pet 


Pet Nov 27 
Waicnut, Anos, 
Blov 27 =Ord Nov 27 





Touxis 
at Co 
Dan aker 

a 
est. GEO! 
. Machit 

os, iis 

y, Wi 
a“ b- 
Bowsoe, Al 

Bankr 
Cecil, GEO 

10 2,¢ 
Covet, Ro 


lat 
DAvinGg, 
Assista 


Dux . 
Estate 
st, Bris 

Euusow, J 
Vounty 

E.we.1, E 
1030 ¢ 

Firz@rone: 

ey 

Fortsrsr, ( 

‘ 


Founrain, 
ro 


Haxey, mn 
Dec 10 
Hasnzis, Fos 

Off Rec, 
Hxars, Hy) 
Off Rec 
Hircucock, 
Dec ll a 
Hortoy, W 


Jenson, ALE 
Th 
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Amended Aieebed neties substituted on =¥ J emacs in the 
. London Gazette of 


Wit1am, Moseley, Wo roster, “Taurance Agent 
Bintrmingham Pet Nov% Ord Nov 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Tuv1s, Birmingham, Commission Agent Dec 10 at 11 
114, Ccepnention st, Birmingham 
Banat Wiiu1aM ARTHUR, Allerton Bywater, Yorks, 
Dec 10 at 10.80 Off Rec,6, Bond ter, Wake- 


vattesaon Rosgrt Moses Srarr, Liverp ol, Printers’ 
Machine Dealer Dec 10 at 12,30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
at, Li 


verpool 
Boppy, ee Tempteton, Leeds Deo i0at1230 Off 
rk row, 

hp - ALFRED a. = ed hill, Grocer Dec 11 at12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Cecil, yy Oeetich He Hereford, Blacksmith Dec15 at 
10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Court, eves agg Bei nrg oe Kent, Baker Dec 
11at9 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

DaviDGE, Boni Heaprorp, Greet, Worcester, Grocer’s 
Assistant D.c 12 at 11 174, Corporation st, Bir- 

bam 

nTuuR Epwarp Percivan., Redland, Pa ae 
ee Dec 10at11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin 


st, Bristol 
E.uisow, a. Blackburn, Werbalist Dec 10 at 11 45 
County Court house, Blsckburn 
_—. Soom ALBERT, Rhyj, Flint, Grocer Dec 11 at 
Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton at, Dudley 
itheeen, Grorcse WitiiaM Apo.rnus, King st, Port- 
man sh Colonel Dec 12 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Car 
Posseres, 0 CuagLes James, Swansea, Mer go Agent 
Dec ati2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Founrarm, Joun, Leeds Dec 10 at 10.30 Off Rec, 22, 
row, 
Fun, ~~ Srernen, Cricklewood ter, Crickle- 
Dealer Dec 11 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey 
Cm, _ a % Aiodem, Chester, Coal Dealer Dec 10 
Off Rec, Byrom st, ester 

a Wares Bausox, arundel ae Mag = rd, Stock 
Broker c 10 atl ruptcy Carey at 

Haxen, Samuzt, Sabden, nr Whalley, Beerhowe Keeper 
Dec 10 at 11.30 County Court House, Blackburn 

Hasnis, Jony, Barrow in mare Saddler Dec oa at 11.30 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 

Hzars, Hyman Soromay, —_ Joudher Dec 10 at 12 
Off Rec 2+, Park row, 

Hircucock, Jouy, Highem, ar Alfreton, Derby, Labourer 
Dec ll at i2 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Hortoy, mee Ponydatren, Marthe Tyd ta aaa 
grocer ai at, gr 

— A.Bert Fre.p, Y. ¥itk Grooms Dec 10 at 12.80 Off 

Red House, Dancombe pl, York 

lanem Wootr, Coedpenmaen. La! ~ pd Draper Dec 
10 at 12 135, Highst, Merthyr 

Levy, Aurrep, Little Alie st, Boot , ae Des 
10at12 Bankruptcy b! st 

McCutia, Hannan, Bond 
nd 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 


May, Bichanp Wa.rer, Millbrook, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victuaier Dec9atil 6, Athencoum ter, Plymouth 
Muzs, Ricuarp Rosinson. Wetherby, Yorks. Grocer . Dec 

12 at 1230 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 


York 
Muts, E, Theobald's rd, Holborn, Licensed Victualler’s 
Manager Dec 12 at 2,30 B- -nkruptcy bldgs, Cuvey st 
Moncay, fHomas Fpwanp, Sheffield, Biecurical’ Engineer 
Dec9 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree lo, Sheffield 
Neavz, Cuarntes Witu1am, Brisliogton, Bristol, Grocer 
Dec 10 at 11.30 Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Newroy. Jarvis Brevautox, Eckington, Lincs, 
Builder DeclOat 12.15 Off Reo, 4 and 6, West a st, 


Nonrox, Apert, and Bewsamiw Norton, Leeds, Confec- 
tioner Decl0 atil Off Kec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Ove... Tet, Leicester, Carpenter Deco9at1230 Off 

pests % Berridge . gg De 
80N, CoaRLes, Coven’ eer o 9 at 11.80 
Off Bee, 17, Hertford st Coven ~y 

Pearson, Faeperick Groras, Cardif, Tile Manufacturer 
Dec ll at 12 Off Reo, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

ows, Wituiam, Little Wester. —s* Kent, Farmer 
Dec 17 at 11 ‘9, King at Maid sto: 

i. Farniture Manu- 


LUE, CARL, Moss 
ou 10" a 230 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Man 
BSavrazy. Apa, * Preston next Wingham, Kent, Miller Dec 
a ‘lat 930 Off Reo, Castle en Con 
ANDERS, ma Wool Dec 9 at 11,3) 24, Railwaj 
app, London Bridge 
Baxvs, Jouw om. J oo eq Dec 11 at 19 Bank: 


b ds 
fern, Waurer Prayk, Moy Windsor, Berks, Carver 
Satl 95, Peascod st, Windsor 
Henry Menosz, ‘South Shields, Cycle Manu- 
N Dec 9 at 11.80 Off Reo, 30, Mosley at, 
fonts, Per, 8 irley Southa pon, Tatlor’s Cutte: 
’ R, ° to) allor’s Cutter 
7 © Wat 8 ‘Of ta 1:2, i Sige & Dow 
Aunor, #nanx, Clement’s inn, Strand Dec 16 at 12 
w,baabruptey bldgs, Carey 
ABRINER, Fits, Liverpool, Grover DeclOatil Off 
Warts, Tromas Hockley, Bi 
8 . eee, Baker Dee 12 at 
w 11,30 174, Corporetion at, Birmingham 
tr, Wittiam Josern, Upper ton, Butcher Deo 
Welt Baokruptoy bi le, Garey 
“it WaLLAM, Moon ton, General Dealer Deo 
Woovoocns Tuomas, vain, rat 
. ti Yorke, actiwsigh 
Deo 10 as 11,80 Of Reo’, Boss tern Wi Wakefield 


Dore, 
"Bstate A 


Holl Howes Dancenveel 


fwwar, 








ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axpzrsox, Apam Hewry, Ulverston, Baker Barrow in 
Furness Pet Oct 27 Ord 4, 
Insurance Agent Bir- 


Barker, W1i.1AmM, Moseley, Worcs, 
Pet Nov 20 Ora No Nov 28 
Bon y Hzzserr, gerne Painter Sheffield Pet 
nero Ord Nov 28 ous 
Boo iNov a" Onno. = 
eS Witu14m Brows, Darlington, Joiner Stockton on 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 


turer 
Covat, Ropert StTerHen, 
oben, tad hd —y ~ 
Davines, James Heaprorp, Greet, Worcester, 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 28 
Dean-Pitt Doveias —\" e ‘h Portsmouth 
Pet Jaly12 Ord Oct 14 
De Banziz, Epwarp ee Ball’s Pond rd. Musical 
Director Hugh Court Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
Dickinson, Henry Wituramson, Leads, Cycle Dealer 
D caus oe Sez é ston pon Hl nimion : 
UNFORD, NK, oe Comm Agen 
ston upon Pet Nov 29° Ord N 
tT GrorGe, Shidleherst High Court wna Oct 9 


ae High Wycombe, Fish Merchant 

Ayl-sbury Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 

Hanson, Jonn WELLS, sags Lynn. Norfolk, Pawnbroker 
King’s Lynn Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 23 

Hears, Hyman my ad Leeds, J Leeds Pat 
Oct 31 Ord Nov 27 

Howianp, Witt1am Henry, Lower Broughton, Sa 
Geeoez Wire Tinner Salford Pet Nov 23 0. 


Nov 28 
Lonestarr, Bexsamin, Pembroke % roke Dock, 
Pembroke _inmneeper ~~ by Pet Nov x7 


Ord Nov 

McCoutta, Gaome, Bond End, Senta, Innkeeper 
York Pet Now 28 Ord Nov 28 

Maree Joun, and Epcar T Brown. Griffithstown. 

Builder Newport,Moa Pet Oct29 Ord Nov 28 

a. Bosinsox, Wetherby, Yorks, Grocer 
York Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Mrronett, JouHN APPLEBY, 
Bangor Nov 26 Ord 26 

Noias, Mary Avy, Grocer Burnley Pet Nov 
28 Pet Nov 28 

Owens, Mary, and me Wiiiiam Owens, 
Pork Butchers 


th Pet Nov 28 Ord Noy 28 
Pave nem a Contractor 


Brighton 

Pearson, Frepesick Grorcs, am, Tile Manufacturer 
Cardiff Pet Novil O:d Nov 

Pick. Anny, Narborough, pe ahd Coal Carter Leicester 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 . 

Pixper, AtLay, Brighouse, Pablican Halifax Pet Nov 

shank bar Pickering, Yorks, Innkeeper Scar- 
TI ALFRED, 
borough Pet Pet Nov 29 yt Nov 29 

Ransome, — Lewis, Walthamstow, Butcher High 

Court Pet Sept24 Ord Nov 27 

Barouirrs, WItLIaM, Bridge, Wigan, Grocer Wigan 
Pet Nov 28 Ora’ Nov 28 

Ricuarps, Gzorncs, Widnes Liverpool Pet Nov27 Ord 


Nov 
Sarresy, Apa, Preston nex Wingham, Miller Canterbury 
vet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Sarispuey, Josera, Garwell, . Boot Manufacturer 
ter Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 38 
Stock Broker Norwich Pet 
Ord Nov 99 


Quand. Lewis, Brushfield st, Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Oct13 Ord Nov 28 
Surcurrs, Ropggt, Rhyl, Flint, Confectioner Bangor Pet 
Quuenn, Seana: tema: Ratan, Gamth Uneudie 
WINDA ABBY, lewcas’ 
pa Tyne Pet'Nov % Ord Nov 9% 
Seema Sereesr SRyxest, . Dp a all, Tobacco- 
nist HGivgoton upon Hull Noe ee Ord Nov 28 
Txacur, Groras, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Ts Pes - a7 a Nov Des 
owas, Ricuarp Jeremy, Aberdare, per Aberdire 
Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 28 
ane. Hames engl Meh HighCourt Pet May 
t ‘ov 2 
TuRnsuLL, | oath Epwarp, Bootle, Liverpool, Baker 
Laverpool Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 29 
Urprrpown, Water Lew Mundesley, Norfolk, 
Land Gardener N Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


Waxerrg.p, Witttam, Lyurence Pouataey in High 
Pet Nov? Ora Nov 29 
WALubask, ARTHUR, poeta, Staffs, Publican Hanley 
et Nuv 14 Ord Nov 
Waseenen, Wiuiam, raeed, Grocer Liverpool Pet 
18 Ord Nov 29 


one, & CampsELL, N 


Tizane Sassen, & 


ham 3 
Waicrt, Wituiam Rosset, Handsworth, Staff r 
i Lg My Co MF 
ILKING, JOHN, om, Genera 
‘Tydfil Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 
Wit Bopeat, Dyserth, Fliat Bangor Pet Nov 27 


ov 27 

Woopncook, Tuomas, Whit! Y Wheel t 

Wovedald “Pet itor at Ded See ar an 
Whiceteswoars, WILLIAM 

Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 2 
Waiant, Amos, 

pM OF batituted for that gattehed in 

sul 
London Gazette of Oct 


the 
Bao " 8. 
DUURST, Ganves purann, iarford, ar Wrexham wot 





ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


AW.—Re-en 








QOLICITOR (B.A., Oxon.), admitted 1897, 


A ecteing, Coaverensing, Clstebio;, coht yous, wish 
Wigram & Co., Finsbury House, 


GoLicrTor (27), Public School man, 
August, 1899, 1899, Desires geet os 


as 
served 8 year 

Managing Clerk with Markby, Stewart, & Oo exper ~~ Qe 
ee: Fe good Kaowislge of 

references ; salary 


*Solietors* Journsl” Office, 1, Chancery-tane, W.c. 


Sor Balaag Required with Funds available 
Large Helate in BC. upon Security *. Builders’ 
hadron A. Bonces, 78, Cheapside, &. 


Cert Meme Common Law, and Bank- 
act without uperfsion Would sot oi accustomed 
j, Would not object ae | 











Chanabor  Oledk 
Soauegen rr ‘an. Belen’s-place, E.C. 


PARENTS—A firm of Mechanical 


A irerocg as © Yoni fr Jung gatas 








SOLICITORS and Others Requiring a 
Security for the Investment of Fands.— 

Lease (44 ae 
on 








IREEHOLD SHOP, suitable for trustees, 
fine position, main road, favourite district, North 
Sain 4 ; 





au COSTS in all Gopartenents Drawn and 

ot, Som gages or a sete 9 ‘or Delivery or 

aoa en ced draftsman, hold- 

ing highest co and Provinces.—Lsx, 
care of Hatton & don, 81, Chancery-lane, W.0. 

"Y 08T, TYPEWRITER (Briet) excellent 

£9.- Bon 104, earvot Bonner a Chasse 


| Fg sagan sb -FIELDS.—Good Light 
aed me Lat. suitable for Solicitor, Surveyor, or 
; could be divided ; Ay — 
265. pot annum, — Tee, 


, Daviw J, UsATTSLL, 2a, 
T° SOLICITORS, A aad African 
@ROUND FLOOB OFFICES. 
Five Rooms. 


These snineieg Soom, the Sask ond Cannon -street Station. 
Good light and on. Rent £525. 


Apply t> Messrs, GREEN & con Auctioneers and 
———— 


£15,400) mati Pred Perr ror 


Sb per cent ; 
repidly ring in value =e aes er Solicit 
to R., Drumtochty, Cholmeley-park, Highgate. 


HE ST. GILES CHRISTIAN MISSION, 
Founded in 
Barnestly SOLICITS aL 8 TIONS aad 
IT3 WORK I8 OONSf4NTLY COMMENDED 
Bankers Meare tarelay & Co A, Lombandetrst, E C. 
can be cant to the . 
4, Ampton-street, Regent-equare, Loadon, W.C. 
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THEATRES. 


DRURY LANE THEATRE ROYAL. 
Managing Director, Arthur Collins. 

THIS EVENING, at 7 45, THE ng + | OF FRIENDS: 
Mrs. John Wood, Mrs. Raleigh, Mrs. Richard Edgar, Miss 
Maude Danks; Messrs. Sydney Valentice, H, Reeves- 
Rmith, Standing, O. M. Lowne, Oonway Tearle, 
Sidney Howard, Ivan Berlyn. 


HIS MAJE\iTY’S THEATRE. 


THIS EVENING, at 8 on THE ETSRNAL CITY: Mr. 
Tree, Mr. Robert Taber Bran Thomas, Mr. s. A. 
Cookson. Mr Williaa Soneaun . Fred. W. sydney, 
Mr. Asheton Tonge, Mr. Lionel B h; Miss Nancy 
Price, Mise Frances Dillon, Mies Isabel Collier, Miss Mary 
Brough, Miss Constance Collier 


HAYMA4ARKET. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE UNFORESEEN: Mr. 
Cyril Msude and Miss Evelyn Milleid; Mr, Allan 
Aynes Mr, Eric Lewis, Mr... M. Haliard, Mr. A. E. 
M . N Holthoir, Mr. G. Trollope; Miss 
Baird, Miss Marie Linden, Mis Gaythorne. 


ADELPHL 
THIS EVENING, at 8.15. CAPTAIN K8TTLE: Mr. 
Murray Carson, Messrs. W L. Abingd mn, Mark Kinghorne, 
Leslie Faber, Sydney Brough, F. P. Stevens, H. Nye Chart, 
J. Farjeon, enry Wright, Cecil Ramsey, C. Aubrey 
Smith; Mesdames Ethel Warwick, Ruth Benson, Esmé 


GAIETY. 
ws EVENING, at 8, TE TOREADOR: Messrs 
Fred Wright. jun., Lionel Mackinder,Geo Grossmith jun., 
Robert Naioby, Harry Grattan, H Clayton, A Hatherton, 
and Edmucd Payn-; Mmes. Millie L- -garde, V. Lioyd, 
Connie Ediss, N. Whalley, G. Millar, Saqui, Baker, Mason 

ood Be Ethel Sydney. 

DALY’S. 

THIS EVENING. at 8,A COUNTRY GIR: Messrs, 
C. Hayden Coffin, Rutland Barrington, fred Kaye, Willie 
Warde, A May, C Angelo, Porteous, Custle, Vigav, and 
Huntley Wright: Mmes. Gracie Leigh, Aileen D’Orme. 
Topsy Sinden, Olive Morrell, Eiwardine, Kingston, De 
ta, and Evie Greene. 


ST. JAMES’S, 

THIS EVENING. at £30, IF I WERE KING: 
Mr. alexander, Messrs. Charies Palton, Henry 
Ainley, Lyall Swete, Alfred Bridone, E Vivian 

H. BR. Hignett, W. 8. Staveley, C. Lionel 


WYSDHAM’s, 


THI2 EVENING, at 9, THE ARMAS OF KITTY: 
Miss Marie Tempest; Messrs, Leonard Boyne Gilberi 
Hare, Licyd Lowndes, Horace Lane; Miss Elsie Chester 

and @iss Granville At $25, FOR LOVE OF PRIM: 
Pmt Norman Y er = ag E. Mainwaring, W. Darileigh ; 
Mi ses Chester, Barr dell. 
GARRICK. 


THIS EVENING, at 8.10, MY LADY VIRTUE: Mr. 
Mesere. Dawson Milward, Holman 


Drummond, K-te Bishop, Cairns James, Clement, and 

Miss Violet Vanbrug 
STZAND. 

THIS EVENING, at 80, A CHINESE HONEYMOON: 

Messrs. Arthur Williams, Picton Roxborough, BE. Boyd- 

; es Marie 

Barnes. ¥. —. <. Cecil, 

aa Lait, F. Wright, J. Lowes, Mabel 


i 


VAUDEVILLE. 


Ellaline Terrien and Mr. beymour Hieks, Mise Marion T ; 
= Vane-Tempert, Bheltcn Stanley Bret, | 
, Master George ; Mdmes, Henrietta | 


if 


COMEDY. 
NG, at 8.20, MONSIEUR BEAUGAIRE : 
Frank D 


le ft 
Hi F 
a 
fi 


f 
ni 


jy, 


SAVOY. 


Ha. tytton, MB sora, 
* A. OT: 

y Cromotoa, &. Torrens, B. Rous, C. Childer- 
ama Robert Evett; Mesdames Louie Pounds, Agnes 
Olive Bae, W. Hart-Dyke, and Rosina Brandram. 


PRINCE OF WALES. 


ING, at *, THERE LITTLE MAINS « 
enze, Baby Ray, Del 
Miskel, Muriel Sybil Mildred 
ET 
G@ P. Hantiey. ead 


LYBIC, 


ag ag “ICE AND MEN: Mr. Forbes 
Webveter, Labiache, Varren, Eyley, 

Griffin, 
At 6, CAREOTE - 
whe, Leclercq, and 


Hite 
i 
af 


Uris 
re 


ae 
al 
if 
He 


| 
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| 36, Chancery 
| and Registration ‘ellected in all —_, of the 





Filippi, Irene Rooke, Constance Hyem, May | By Sir H. 





DUKE OF YORK’S. 


THIS EVENING, at 8.30, THE ADUITRASLS 
CRICHTON: Miss Irene Vanbrugh, Mesdames Sybil 
Carlisle, Fanny Coleman, a —— —= 
Margerct Fraser; Mr. H. B, Irving; Mesars. ard 
Kemble, Gerald du Maurier, Clarence Blakiston, J, 
Buckstone, Compton Coutts, Garter Pickford, 


APOLLO. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15., <= GIRL wen RAy’s: 
Mmes. Kate Cutler, ‘Letty Lind, M arie . Snyder, 
. Se. ee. De 8. Ash- 
mead, Ethel Irving; Mesers. W. Louis Bradfield. 
A. Fissernld. E, W. Garden, W. Cheeseman, Fre 
Emney, E. Lambart, and Willie Edouin. 


GREAT QUEEN-STREET. 
German Season. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.80, IM BUNTEN ROCK. 
Mescames Margaret "Halstan, Grete Lorma, Gerda Heller, 
Anna Griiofeld. Ida Weiss; Messrs. H. Andresen, 
mM. Behrend, F. Taeger, H. Ziegler, G. Wiichter, &c. 





qj ** COMPANY'S PLEASURE 
CRUISES, 
By their Steamships “* CUZCO” and ‘‘ ORIENT,” 
From London, 


MOROCCO, BALEARIC ISLES, SOUTH OF 
FRANCE. SICILY, CRETE, CYPRUS, SYRIA, 
PALESTINE. EGYPT, ALGEBIa, &c., 

26th February to 220d April. 


For roe SPAIN, SOUTH OF FRANCE, 
REECE, CONST «ANTINUPLE, &:, 
14th March to 27th April. 


Passengers travelling overland to Vil'efranche can leave 
London respectively on the 6th and 26th March. 


Fares From 50 To 90 Guinzas, 


Managers 
F. GREEN & CO ; ANDERSON, ANDERSON & CO. 
Head Office: FENCHURCH AVENUE, LONDON, E.C. 


For Passage apply to the lat‘er Firm, at 5, Fenchurch- 
avenue, E.C.; or to the West End Branch Office, 16, 
Cockspur-etreet, 8 w 


PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. 


P. THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 

(and at Livespoot, Mayonesrser, and BreuineHam), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Representatives in all Capitals. 


JATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.1.M.E.. 
M.S8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices 
-lane, London, W.C. Letters Patent ob- 


For 











Oppositions conducted. Opi 


as ba ek 
LAW COURTS | BRANCH: 


S U N » CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. commen District Manager. 
SUM INSURED EXCEEDS £460,000,000 





INSUBANOS OFFICE. 
ded 1710. 





EVENING, at 620, QUALITY sTREET: miss | THE CODE OF INI INDIAN CR CRIMINAL "PROCEDURE, 


Being Act V. of 1898. 
With a Commentary and Notes and References ty Judg- 
rders relating thereto, 


mente and O; 
T. PRINSEP, Kt., Indian Give Service 
ta, 


ne of H.M.'8 J judges of the High Court, 
8vo, 2is. net. 


MACMILLAN & CO., LIMITED, LONDON. 


FILEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
LAW and PARLIAMEWTARY. 


PastiamentTazy Bitis, Musvrzs or Evipesce, Booxs or 
Rerzsesce, Statements oy Ovaim, Axowens, &0., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing. 








Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL 
and WHEKLY REPORTER, 


NORWICH STREET, PRTTER LANE, LONDUN £.C. 


——= 
Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
}OALRYMPLE HOME, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terma, he» Se = 
D. HOGG, M.B.C.8., &c., 
Medical Superintendent, 








INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUEBRNE HOUSE, LEICESTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
a Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A, 

. Principal : H. M. RILEY, Asaoc. Boe, 
Stan of belo Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
pen food cal References. For terms and particular 

apply tive RILEY. or the Principal. 
TxeLecrapHic Appress: ** MEDICAL, LEIOESTER.” 





THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORO, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 


For the ke ge of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most salubrious, picturesque, 
and secluded part of the country, 1} hours from Liverpool. 
street, over 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres of grounds, 
Heated by hot-water apparatus. Mlectric light thro through- 
out. Healthy —— and recreation, Workshops, 
Poultry Farm, ening, Cricket, Tennis, Billiards, 
Dark Room : ae Photography, &c. Patients may enter 
under the Acts or privately. a gai 134 to 3 Guineas. 
pply to 
Resipent Mepicat SureginTENDENT or SECRETARY, 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 
South ton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, wa.’ 
" CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 

2" | on the minimum monthly balances, , 

° 





when not drawn below £100. 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 


23 ff on Deposits, repayable on demand. ot +, 


STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers, 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 


post-free. 
C. A. RAVENSCROFT, Managing Director, 


Telephone No. & HoLBory. 
Telegraphic Address: ** Birnxsgox Lowpow.” 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION 
(in connection with _ and ’Buses from all 
parts). 





Open at 9am. 

CORONATION Sep 6! 

CORONATION yo cred 
PORTRAIT MODELS 
HIS MAJESTY KING RDWAED VIL, 
HBR MAJESTY QUZEN ALEX ANDBA, 
and other MEMB&RS of the ores FAMILY, &c,, & 

CORONATION CELESRITI 

COR RONATION. CELEBRITIES! 





H.1 M. the SHaH of PERSIA. 
Viscount KITCH anee, Lord MILNER, General FRENCB, 
Generals DE WET, DE LA REY, and Lateg &c,, &e, 
Ex-Presidents STEYN and KRUGER. 


taining 
Historical, Naval, Military, and other Representations. 
Delightful Music all Day. Orchestral Performances, 
Madame Tussaud’s Roumanian 
Afternoon Teas in New Restaurant. 
pay Additions. by 4 Attractions, 
Admission, 1s.; Children under Extra Rooms, 64. 
MADAME TUSSAUDS. ‘EXHIBITION ” 


TFOOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (ex: oodays 

from 9 a.m. until sunget, Admission 1s. 

Children always 6d. The new Ape House ecshalen ae 

panzees, Orangs, and Gibbons. 


BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 











RAND & 00. UTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYPAls 
by ; VAURHALL, LONDON, 


WORKS, 5.W. 
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